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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to analyze responses of the twelve Illinois 
public universities to reductions in state appropriations in 2001, 2002, 2003, and 
2004. This study examined the responses institutions made and short- and 
long-term effects, particularly on academic programs. The study’s data were 
from reports of the state’s Board of Higher Education and the perceptions of the 
institutions’ chief academic officers.
In one-on-one interviews, chief academic officers of five institutions 
described changes institutions made in response to decreases in state 
appropriations in 2001, 2002, 2003, and 2004. The changes varied by 
institution and are not generalizable. Analysis of information reported by the 
Illinois Board of Higher Education indicated that the most profound change 
which occurred during this period was a substantial increase in in-state, full­
time, undergraduate tuition and fees at each of the twelve institutions.
In conclusion, the twelve public higher institutions were responsive to the 
state budget crisis of 2001-2004 and, by qualitative reports from five small, 
medium, and large institutions, survived largely intact. The effects of the 
changes universities m ade w ere minimally to moderately negative in the short 
term; the long-term impact of the changes is unclear but is predicted to be 
minimally to moderately negative as well if additional actions are not taken to 
reverse some of the changes made in 2001-2004.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
The purpose of this study was to analyze responses of the twelve Illinois 
public universities to the state budget crisis that developed in 2001. As a result 
of the crisis that developed with the state’s budget, appropriations to the 
institutions were decreased. This study examines the responses institutions 
made and short- and long-term effects, particularly on academic programs.
The study’s data were from reports of the state’s Board of Higher Education 
and the perceptions of the institutions’ chief academic officers (CAOs) after 
state appropriations were decreased.
Background of the Study
The relationship between public higher education institutions and their 
states underwent a profound restructuring, driven primarily by changes in state 
funding for public colleges and universities. The old relationship—one of rigid 
regulation balanced by considerable state support—was replaced by a focus on 
performance and learning outcomes, with a smaller share of college and 
university budgets coming directly from the state. However, each state seemed 
to be setting off in its own direction, with varying levels of autonomy and
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2accountability under consideration. These new relationships remained 
untested (American Council on Education, 2004b).
The reasons for the shifting relationship between states and public 
higher education, according to higher education leaders, included reduced 
state appropriations, a decreasing pool of state funds, heightened competition 
among colleges and universities that required institutions to be more flexible in 
order to react quickly to changing circumstances, and, in states with population 
growth, increasing pressure to educate more citizens without receiving more 
public monies to do so. Campuses competed with elementary and secondary 
education as well as citizens’ health care needs for state appropriations. State 
tax bases were narrow and misaligned, making the funding of states’ 
obligations complex. The financial challenges were compounded by the 
perceived instability and inconsistency in the states’ governing structures, 
leadership, and mandates. Continual political changes in the legislature led to 
repeated policy shifts while at the same time policy makers and legislators 
called for steadiness from higher education institutions (American Council on 
Education, 2004a).
Fiscal issues aside, the relationship between public higher education 
institutions and states began to change in the 1980s as a result of increased 
demands for accountability of the public higher education system. The 
development of accountability standards and systems in higher education
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
3developed slowly but progressively in the 1990s. By the late 1990s, the new 
expectations of many statewide higher education coordinating boards and 
regional/specialized accrediting agencies were becoming clearer, and 
accountability mandates were being imposed (Schmidt, 2002).
Beginning in the mid-1980s, states developed systems of performance- 
based funding of higher education, bringing accountability to the forefront of 
institutional effectiveness. Much of the growth in these programs occurred after 
the mid-1990s and by 2002, 36 states linked some share of their tax-dollar 
support for public colleges to assessments of institutional performance. Policy 
analysts predicted that the nation’s economic slump would heighten state 
interest in performance-based financing as a way to ensure a greater return on 
public dollars (Schmidt, 2002).
In 2003 the budget crunch for public colleges was predicted to be more 
dire than the several previous years, with budget pressures magnified by a 
huge influx of students. Many states and institutions were running out of 
obvious options for reducing costs and trimming budgets, such as limiting 
travel, leaving faculty and staff positions unfilled, and cutting back on 
administrative outlays. Those institutions began talking about more politically 
sensitive moves, like layoffs or the elimination of academic programs. Midyear 
tuition increases were also imposed in several states (Arnone, Hebei, & 
Schmidt, 2003).
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4National Context
Historically, the largest proportion of revenues for support of public 
higher education has come from state appropriations. In the late 1980s, state 
and local appropriations for public research universities accounted for 59% of 
revenues. In Fiscal Year (FY) 2000, 42.3% of the revenues for public four-year 
(not including doctoral extensive) institutions came from state appropriations 
(State Higher Education Executive Officers, 2004).
State appropriations for higher education were derived from a variety of 
sources, including state taxes, local taxes, and non-tax sources such as 
lotteries. State taxes accounted for the largest percentage (85.4%) of state 
appropriations for higher education (State Higher Education Executive Officers,
2004). This source of appropriations can often be vulnerable to national and 
state-specific economic factors.
The share of state revenues appropriated to higher education steadily 
decreased over two decades from 9.8% in 1980 to 6.9% in 2000. The decline 
in taxpayer support for public colleges affected institutions in every state, some 
more than others. In response, many public university systems pushed hard to 
raise more private dollars and attract additional federal research funds 
(Selingo, 2003).
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5Even in good times, colleges received a shrinking share of the budget in 
many states because spending on higher education was often viewed as more 
“discretionary” than commitments to prisons, health care (particularly 
Medicaid), elementary and secondary education, and social welfare 
(McPherson, 2001). Each year since FY 1993, states’ spending on Medicaid 
surpassed spending on public higher education (Reindl & Brower, 2001).
States were also distributing support for new responsibilities, such as homeland 
security (Selingo, 2003). Fluctuations in higher education spending stem from 
use of higher education as a “balance wheel” in state finance (Hovey, 1999). 
Relative to other state-funded services, colleges and universities were 
perceived by state policymakers as having more fiscal and programmatic 
flexibility.
Political priorities and the perceptions of key state officials may also 
have accounted for the declining share of state appropriations which colleges 
and universities received (Callan, 2002). Although many state legislative 
districts contained institutions of higher education, most did not, which may 
have caused state lawmakers to commit more to K-12 education than higher 
education (Losco, Anderson, Bentley, Blackshire-Belay, Guild, Howze, et a l.,
2005).
Furthermore, lawmakers increasingly have viewed higher education as a 
private good to be supported more by students and donors, rather than a public
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6good that deserved state support (Selingo, 2003). Policymakers heard 
university presidents and chancellors continually asserting that cuts would 
deeply harm higher education, but higher education officials rarely 
demonstrated convincingly that past cuts negatively affected access and 
quality. Likewise, higher education leaders, for the most part, had not put forth 
persuasive evidence that their institutions were responsive to state concerns 
about quality assurance, productivity improvements, and cost control (American 
Council on Education, 2004b).
In the budgets that states adopted for Fiscal Year (FY) 2005, total 
appropriations for higher education rose by 3.8%, to $63 billion, from the year 
before, according to a survey conducted by the Center for the Study of 
Education Policy at Illinois State University (Palmer, 2005). This marked a 
reversal from the year before, in which overall appropriations for higher 
education had fallen for the first time in more than a decade. The overall 
increase in state funds for higher education slightly outpaced inflation.
Colleges in many states were still trying to catch up to their past budget 
levels after several lean years. States faced increased costs, especially for 
health care programs such as Medicaid, which limited the amount of new 
revenue that could go to higher education even as state budgets improved. 
Given the rising expenses and the relatively slow pace of growth in state 
economies, it remained unlikely that higher education appropriations would rise
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
7as quickly as they did in the 2000 and 2001 fiscal years, when the annual 
increases reached 7%. Indeed, in FY 2003, state appropriations for higher 
education increased only 0.6%, the smallest increase in the previous 20 years 
(Hebei, 2004). The national trends masked substantial variation among states, 
however (State Higher Education Executive Officers, 2004).
In public institutions, net tuition tended to grow as a percentage of total 
educational spending when the state appropriation per student decreased in 
economic downturns. Nationally, net tuition accounted for 26.2% of total 
educational funding in 1991; it grew to 31% by 1993, remaining at that level 
until 2003, when it increased again to 33% (State Higher Education Executive 
Officers, 2004). Tuition to attend a four-year public college in 2003-2004 rose 
by a high of 14%; an increase of 10% was seen in 2004-2005 (Hoover, 2004).
State funding reductions had a greater impact on institutional revenues 
in states with lower tuition rates. Nationwide, net tuition revenue would have 
had to increase 3.1% to offset a 1% decrease in state appropriations (State 
Higher Education Executive Officers, 2004).
To understand the impact of state appropriations on public higher 
education, it is also important to consider changes in enrollment. From 1991 to 
2003, enrollments in public institutions increased by 18.7%. Half of this 
increase occurred from FY 2001 to FY 2003. FY 2001 was seen as the 
beginning of an economic downturn; this downturn was exacerbated by the
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
8economy’s response to the events of September 11, 2001—the terrorist attacks 
on the United States.
The percentage increase in FTE enrollment for public postsecondary 
institutions from FY 2001 to FY 2004 outstripped that of the previous two 
decades, increasing by 9.1% compared to 6.25% in the 1990s and 8.5% in the 
1980s (State Higher Education Executive Officers, 2004). The size of the 
college-age population, which had been decreasing for decades prior to the 
turn of the century, was predicted to swell through 2010 (McPherson, 2001). 
Combined with this was the increase in numbers of nontraditional students 
seeking higher education to compete in an economy that depended heavily on 
technological and intellectual skills (Smith, 2004). Further, it was predicted that 
the large wave of students seeking admission to higher education in the first 
decade of the 21st century would be the most racially and ethnically 
heterogeneous -  and the poorest -  ever to seek higher education. Meeting the 
needs of these students would present additional burdens to colleges and 
universities (Callan, 2002).
During economic recessions, a decrease in funding per FTE tended to 
occur alongside enrollment increases as a tight em ploym ent m arket increased 
the attractiveness of further education. The nation entered such a period in FY 
2000 (State Higher Education Executive Officers, 2004).
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9History had also shown that during economic recessions, tuition 
increases at public institutions were steepest as states sought to shift their 
costs to users such as students. States also were reluctant to make new or 
additional investments in financial aid during recessions, exacerbating the 
problem of the costs of higher education during recessions (Callan, 2002).
Even after state appropriations have been approved by the legislatures, 
funding for higher education has been vulnerable to cuts. Mid-year budget cuts 
of appropriated funds to higher education were made in more than 20 states in 
2000. These rescissions ranged from 1% to 5% and tended to be particularly 
traumatic because they came when much of the money had already been 
spent. Practically, a cut of 4% halfway through a budget year really means that 
the budget for the remaining year was reduced by 8% (Hebei & Selingo, 2001).
Illinois Context
The variables of enrollment growth, appropriations, and tuition revenues 
varied widely across the states in the period 1991-2003. Illinois saw a 
decrease in full-time equivalent enrollment of approximately 1% in the period 
1991-2003, with only two states, Missouri and Rhode Island, showing greater 
decreases and 47 states experiencing increases of up to 76.5% (State Higher 
Education Executive Officers, 2004). At Illinois public universities, headcount 
enrollment increased by .8%, 2.6%, and .4% in Fall 2001, 2002, and 2003,
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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respectively. In 2004, headcount enrollment declined by .3% in this sector 
(IBHE, 2005).
In FY 2003, Illinois ranked 39th of the 50 states in its reliance on net 
tuition as a source of public higher education revenue (State Higher Education 
Executive Officers, 2004). The state’s public universities raised tuition by an 
average of 12% in 2003-2004, on top of average increases of about 14% for
2002-2003.
Illinois public higher education had enjoyed a fairly long period of modest 
increases in state appropriations in the mid-1990s to early 2000s. For the 
period of FY 1994-2002, the average annual increase in general funds 
appropriations for higher education operations and grants in Illinois was 4.9% 
with a high of 6.3% appropriated for FY 2002 (IBHE, 2001a). FY 2002 
appropriations for higher education in Illinois, signed into law by Governor 
George Ryan on June 11, 2001, included $23.4 billion in appropriations from 
state general funds, an increase of 3.0%, over FY 2001 appropriations (IBHE, 
2001a).
However, in a letter dated November 13, 2001, to Illinois Board of Higher 
Education Chairm an Phil Rock, Governor G eorge Ryan asked the Board of 
Higher Education to reallocate and reduce the FY 2002 state general funds 
budget for Illinois higher education operations and grants by $25.0 million, 
approximately 1% of the total state general funds appropriation for institutional
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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operations and grants. Higher education institutions and agencies and 
members of the Illinois Board of Higher Education (IBHE) were consulted as 
the reserve allocation was developed, and the allocation of the $24.0 million 
reserve was provided to Governor Ryan on November 16, 2001, as requested. 
This reserve represented approximately 1% of the total state general funds 
appropriation for institutional operations and grants. The reserve was 
developed according to three criteria: (a) as requested by the governor, faculty 
salaries and retirement benefits were not to be subjected to the reserve, (b) 
student financial assistance programs would be protected, and (c) community 
colleges, public universities, and higher education agencies would be afforded 
the administrative flexibility necessary to comply with the reserve requirement 
(IBHE, 2001c).
In late November 2001, in addition to this reserve, Governor Ryan asked 
public universities to allocate $45 million during the fiscal year toward the state 
group health insurance program. As a result of these two gubernatorial 
requests in November 2001, a total of $70 million, or 45%, of the $157 million in 
new state general funds appropriated for higher education in FY 2002 either 
was placed in reserve or reallocated for a purpose other than that for which the 
original appropriations were intended (IBHE, 2002a).
Given this pattern of declining state support and increased enrollment in 
Fall 2002, the public higher education institutions reported eliminating more
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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than 1,300 full-time positions in FY 2003 through either attrition or actual 
layoffs. In an effort to minimize the direct impact on student academic 
programs in this time of increasing demand, the universities took the vast 
majority of these reductions (75%) in noninstructional faculty positions (IBHE, 
2002c). All higher education institutions faced unavoidable increases in certain 
operating costs in 2002 for items such as utilities and general commodities 
costs, salary and wage increases related to collective bargaining agreements, 
and operations and maintenance costs for new facilities, all of which were 
predicted to require further internal reallocations (IBHE, 2002c).
FY 2003 represented a significant departure from previous positive 
trends in state general funds support for Illinois higher education due to 
escalating difficulties experienced by the state throughout FY 2002. Year-end 
revenues were lower than the previous year for the first time in nearly 50 years. 
In total, state revenues fell over $1.6 billion short of what was assumed would 
be available when the FY 2002 budget was approved by the governor and 
General Assembly (IBHE, 2002b). Funding for FY 2003 was cut 6.1% for 
public universities and 4.8% for community colleges when the budget was 
finally approved by the General Assembly in July 2002 (IBHE, 2003c). This 
marked the first time in 10 years that state funding for higher education 
operations had actually declined. The final budget also included, for the 
second consecutive year, the shifting of $45 million in university employee
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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health insurance costs from the state to each of the public universities 
(Shannon, 2002).
At the beginning of FY 2003, many administrators in higher education 
institutions felt that further cuts in the appropriations for higher education might 
be made after the November 2002 gubernatorial and General Assembly 
elections. Indeed, this was the case. The newly elected Governor Blagojevich 
enacted a major mid-year budgetary rescission for all public higher education 
institutions in March 2003. With three and a half months left in the fiscal year, 
Governor Blagojevich asked the IBHE to reduce its annual operations budgets 
by 8%, its annual grants and awards budgets by 5%, and its annual capital 
improvement budgets by 10%. The IBHE held a special meeting on March 10, 
2003 to discuss the response to this request. At that meeting IBHE Chairman 
Lesnik stated:
Our position is one of cooperation with the Governor, and I 
asked the staff to make every effort to comply with the Governor’s 
request if at all possible. We were given 72 hours to meet these 
requests. The staff has done a magnificent job in working with 
the entire higher education community. We are somewhat short 
of meeting the Governor’s expectation...[staff] will tell [IBHE 
board members] what we think we’re able to do without beginning 
to seriously dismantle higher education in the state of Illinois ...we 
take very seriously our responsibility to preserve quality and 
service to nearly a million students across higher education.
(IBHE, 2003a)
Further, in FY 2002 and FY 2003, public universities were required to set 
aside general funds resources ($45 million) for a portion of the cost of the
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group health insurance program for state employees, something no other state 
agency was required to do (IBHE, 2002c).
In July 2003, Illinois Governor Blagojevich signed Public Act 93-0228, 
the “Truth in Tuition” Law, which took effect in the 2004-2005 academic year. 
Under the provisions of this bill, the tuition charged to first-time undergraduate 
public university students who are Illinois residents would remain at the same 
level for four consecutive academic years (IBHE, 2003b). This legislation did 
not include any caps on the amount of tuition increases institutions might 
implement.
The period of declining appropriations continued, and FY 2004 
appropriations saw a 7.7% decrease in appropriations (IBHE, 2003c). Illinois 
ranked 49th out of 50 states in the change in state appropriations from 2003- 
2004 to 2004-2005 and 43rd in change from 2002-2003 to 2004-2005 (Hebei, 
2004).
Conceptual Framework
The American university, whether public or private, creates a 
unique managerial environment. It is hard to imagine another 
institutional framework where such a variety of goals and 
constraints for both the near and the long term exist 
simultaneously; further, the proverbial search for truth requires 
the protection of faculty, while the university’s very survival 
requires the courting of the community by the administrators.
Clearly, the tension of the push and pull of the internal political 
conflicts and struggles is exceeded only by the forces of the
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external environment. (Hoverland, Mclnturff, & Tapie Rohm,
1986, p. 1)
The conceptual framework selected at the outset of this study was the 
model of university responsiveness described by Ramsey (1997) in her study of 
public university responsiveness to school reform in four state systems. She 
was particularly interested in how public universities modified admissions 
policies and practices in light of vocationally and academically inspired reforms 
in secondary education such as “school to work” programs and alternative 
portfolio assessment. Ramsey investigated responsiveness of universities to 
mandated reforms in educational policy at the secondary-school level.
Since it was anticipated that this study would generate data to describe 
how responsive the 12 public higher education institutions in Illinois were to 
major changes in state appropriations or fiscal constraints, it was expected that 
Ramsey’s study of university responsiveness would provide a conceptual 
framework. Given that the changes in both Ramsey’s study and this 
investigation occurred in state systems of education and involved responses of 
public universities, it was anticipated that Ramsey’s work would help predict 
patterns of change in the Illinois public universities in 2001-2004. It was 
assumed that the pattern of responses of the Illinois universities to fiscal 
constraints could be compared to the pattern of universities’ responses to 
mandated reforms in K-12 educational policy in the Ramsey study.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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Ramsey described three categories of responsiveness: systemic 
accommodations, nonaccommodations, and individual innovations. Systemic 
accommodations are those university activities that restructure the steady-state 
system in anticipation of nonstandard inputs sufficient to produce 
disequilibrium. These systemic accommodations are more than reactionary 
activities; they may reflect independent purposes and thought change 
strategies of university elites. Nonaccommodation occurs when the institution 
does not respond to nonstandard inputs. Other responses may be innovative 
but vary by individual institution in response to internal university needs 
(Ramsey, 1997).
Ramsey found that attention of university leaders followed perceptions of 
real changes in the states’ political and reform environments and that 
successful reform or change occurred because the design and implementation 
of reform was conducted by an accepted member of the academy who shared 
a common language and values with lower school reformers. Barriers to 
responsiveness in this framework included fragmented curricular decision 
making, lack of known K-12 champions, differing expectations of joint school- 
university committee members, and unspecified reforms. She found that 
university-based reformers tend to operate within the confines of their state 
university systems, unaware of accommodations operating in other state 
systems. Ramsey (1997) concluded that incentive-type legislation promoting
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collaboration as a requirement for receiving funds, education of university 
leaders about school reforms, and new collaborations between stakeholders 
would enhance the climate for university responsiveness.
Statement of the Problem
The problem addressed in this study was that public higher education 
institutions in Illinois faced several significant budgetary crises in the early 
2000s while experiencing increasing demands for accountability and increased 
enrollment. This combination of demands had the potential to create profound 
change in the institutions, including instability or a downward spiral of 
effectiveness in these institutions. This study systematically described and 
analyzed the response(s) of public higher education institutions in Illinois given 
the budgetary crises of 2001-2004 and compared that response to Ramsey’s 
theory.
Research Questions
The purpose of this study was to analyze the responses of selected 
public higher education institutions in Illinois to budgetary crises, looking at data 
patterns and campus administrative leaders’ perceptions of the crisis and their 
responses—particularly any responses which may have changed their 
accountability to internal and external stakeholders.
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The study sought to answer the following questions:
1. What patterns of change occurred in state appropriations, enrollment, 
and tuition, at the 12 public higher education institutions in Illinois 
during 2001-2004?
2. What actions, if any, did chief academic officers (CAOs) of public 
institutions of higher education in Illinois take in 2001-2004 in response 
to budgetary crises? What factors influenced their choice of actions?
3. What patterns of responses, if any, did chief academic officers (CAOs) 
make, and do the patterns correlate with institutional factors such as 
number of undergraduate students or location?
4. What was the perceived short-term impact of these actions on the 
institutions’ academic programs?
5. What was the perceived long-term impact of these actions on the 
institutions’ academic programs?
6. How did the responses of chief academic officers of public higher 
education institutions in Illinois fit Ramsey’s theory of university 
responsiveness?
Significance of the Study
In 2001-2004 the states’ inability in to fund universities at previous levels 
led to a number of responses by institutions. Given the fiscal crisis
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experienced in 2001-04, the public higher education system in Illinois was 
forced to make adaptive changes. To deal with the fiscal crises, institutions 
reportedly made administrative cuts, reductions in administrative purchases 
such as computer equipment, and cost savings via utility savings. State budget 
constraints were projected to continue for the foreseeable future. In addition to 
threatening broad student access, diminished government funding for public 
higher education had the potential to undermine the quality of public education 
institutions (Reindl & Brower, 2001).
The response of public higher education institutions to these changes 
may provide a model to state legislators in Illinois and other states, higher 
education coordinating boards, scholars and students of education policy, and 
the public stakeholders of higher education on the vulnerability/resilience of 
these institutions and their academic affairs given fiscal crises and help 
understand the processes that public higher education institutions in Illinois use 
to adapt to sudden, unexpected, and extensive crises. Higher education 
practitioners and researchers may learn more about how institutions are 
responding to reductions in their funding (Lissner & Taylor, 1996). As a result 
of this study which looked at the impact of public funding policies on higher 
education, models for future adaptation may be developed.
This study focused on responsiveness of institutions undergoing threats. 
An appreciation of the adaptive responses of institutions facing crises may be
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instructive for leaders in institutions and oversight agencies. Given that 
budgetary crises related to the national and state economies may be cyclical, 
the information obtained from this study may be useful for setting policies and 
predicting responsiveness in future economic downturns.
A third reason this study was significant is that it documented a portion 
of the history of higher education in the state of Illinois during a period of 
national and state economic crisis. Finally, this study provided an opportunity 
for participants to reflect on responsiveness to accountability demands in their 
institution or agency. This reflection may have brought new insights to the 
participants.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to analyze responses of the twelve Illinois 
public universities to the state budget crisis that developed in 2001 and the 
subsequent decreases in state appropriations to the institutions. This study 
analyzed and reported trends in Illinois public upper division institutions in state 
appropriations, enrollment, and tuition and the perceptions of CAOs after 
several years of decreased appropriations.
This chapter includes a description of the public higher education 
system in Illinois and reviews relevant literature to inform the reader of the 
setting for this study. Literature on decision making in higher education 
institutions is also reviewed.
The Illinois Public Universities
In Illinois, as in other states, higher education is provided by public 
universities, community colleges, and independent institutions, including 
independent not-for-profit and proprietary institutions. In 2001, 2002, 2003, and 
2004, nine Illinois universities on twelve campuses provided public higher
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education. These institutions included Chicago State University (CSU),
Eastern Illinois University (EIU), Governors State University (GSU), Illinois 
State University (ISU), Northeastern Illinois University (NEIU), Northern Illinois 
University (NIU), Western Illinois University (WiU), Southern Illinois University- 
Edwardsville (SIUE), Southern Illinois University-Carbondale (SIUC), University 
of Illinois at Chicago (UIC), University of Illinois at Springfield (UIS), and the 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign (UIUC). Since 1995 each of these 
universities has had its own governing board with members appointed by the 
governor. The legislature, the General Assembly, makes appropriations to 
each of the 12 institutions individually.
The vast majority of American college students attend public higher 
education institutions. From 1963 -  2003 roughly 75% of all students enrolled 
in American colleges and universities and 66% of all students enrolled in four- 
year institutions were enrolled in public institutions (Ehrenberg, 2003). In Fall 
2001, enrollment in the 12 public universities in Illinois was 195,272 students; 
by Fall 2004, 201,448 students were enrolled in the state’s public universities. 
This enrollment represented 25-26% of all students enrolled in higher education 
in Illinois during the period and 35-36% of students enrolled in public 
institutions including community colleges (IBHE, 2004).
The 12 public universities in the state included institutions in three basic 
classifications of the framework developed by the Carnegie Commission on
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Higher Education (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 
2006). Based on their characteristics in 2003-2004, seven institutions (CSU, 
EIU, GSU, NEIU, SIUE, UIS, and WIU) were classified as Master’s L: Master’s 
Colleges and Universities (larger programs). One institution, ISU, was 
classified as DRU: Doctoral/Research University. Four institutions (NIU, SIUC, 
UIC, and UIUC) were classified as RUH: Research Universities (high research 
activity).
IBHE and Illinois Public Higher Education
The General Assembly and Governor Otto Kerner created the (Illinois) 
Board of Higher Education in 1961 to plan and coordinate Illinois' system of 
colleges and universities. The Board of Higher Education's policy and planning 
responsibility is one of its key functions, which it carries out in a variety of ways, 
from ad hoc study committees and special task forces to initiatives of the 
Board's staff.
Data collected and maintained by the Board, which has a statutory 
responsibility to establish a system of comprehensive, meaningful, and timely 
information about higher education, fall into three broad categories: (a) 
demographic information about enrolled students and degree recipients, (b) 
faculty and staff information, and (c) characteristics of individual colleges and 
universities. The Board collects data through surveys mailed to public and
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
24
private institutions. This information supports the Board's planning and 
budgeting activities, its responsibility for systematic program reviews, and its 
periodic studies of issues of special concern or interest. It also makes available 
to the higher education community and the public a host of vital data that help 
colleges and universities as well as state leaders as they shape policies 
affecting the significant role higher education plays in Illinois' economic, social, 
and cultural well-being. Examples of reports produced from the data and 
disseminated to the Illinois higher education community include: Data Book on 
Illinois Higher Education, enrollment reports, cost studies, and reports on 
female and minority employment and student participation in higher education. 
Data also are used to prepare reports such as the Annual Report on Public 
University Revenues and Expenditures in response to requests and legislative 
mandates from the Office of the Governor and the General Assembly. The 
Board reports annually to the General Assembly on budget recommendations 
for higher education institutions and agencies (www.ibhe.org).
Appropriations of state funds for higher education were made on a fiscal- 
year basis, with each fiscal year beginning July 1 through July 31 of the next 
calendar year. Reports of enrollment (headcount) were made each fall 
academic term and reported by the IBHE in December of each year as the 
academic year’s enrollment. Tuition and fees were set by the institutions for 
each academic year beginning with the fall term and typically remained the
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same for the entire academic year. The academic year was typically 
considered to begin the fall of each calendar year through the spring/summer of 
the subsequent calendar year. The fiscal year typically began before the 
academic year, i.e., FY 01 began July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001; 
academic year 00-01 began Fall 2000 through Spring/Summer 2001.
Literature Related to Colleges’ and Universities’ Responses 
to Uncertainty and Stress
In 1980 Frank Bowen and Lyman Glenny (1980) conducted a survey 
about declining enrollment of traditional-age students and decreasing funds 
available for higher education. Although they planned to focus on the impact of 
these two factors on selected public institutions in California, they found it 
difficult to isolate these two factors and, instead, focused on the “stress of 
uncertainty.” While they felt that “enrollment and financial pressures are the 
major causes of uncertainty in higher education” (p.4), one respondent to their 
study noted that “collective bargaining, increased state and federal 
requirements for accountability, [and] poorer academic preparation of new 
students” were all additional factors that were difficult to separate from the 
“consequences of the numbers of students and dollars” (p. 4). Bowen and 
Glenny stated that “higher education, like state government itself, is a particular
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victim of the spiraling costs of inflation, because of its labor intensive nature 
and the difficulty of offsetting rising costs by increasing productivity” (p. 2).
In Bowen and Glenny’s (1980) study of 10 community colleges, 
comprehensive universities and colleges, and research universities, 
administrators rarely mentioned a specific governmental regulation or 
accountability requirement as a major cause of concern, but the cumulative 
impact of all federal, state, and segmental requirements was seen as a clear 
threat to their capacity to respond to uncertainty. Almost all institutions in their 
study reported that increasing administrative compliance costs were not being 
offset by increasing administrative overhead support allowances. It was 
reported that it was not possible to document the costs of these compliance 
requirements. Although these administrative compliance costs did not appear 
to directly affect academic programs, they did have indirect impacts. The costs 
were moderated to some extent by reducing internal accountability 
requirements, reducing or eliminating services with lower priority than 
instruction, and reducing time for internal planning and analysis. Bowen and 
Glenny discussed five categories of responses to stress. They discussed (a) 
operational responses such as targeting vacant positions, building 
maintenance, travel expenses, etc.; (b) programmatic responses that have little 
impact on faculty; (c) faculty adjustments that rely primarily on attrition; (d)
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faculty adjustments that rely primarily on program considerations; and (e) 
procedural responses.
Frances (1982) stated, “Both the administrators and the faculty of 
American higher education institutions are experts on financial exigency” (p. 
113). She observed that “financial stress tends to bring out the best in some, 
and the worst in other people and institutions” (p. 117). She also proposed that 
financial exigency can often be used as an excuse for actions.
The literature related to the recession of the 1990s and the effects on 
public higher education can provide insight into the responses of public 
institutions in Illinois to the economic downturn which began in 2001. In the 
1990s, Gappa (1993) predicted that “colleges and universities will have to 
change drastically in the face of declining dollars and a somewhat hostile 
national environment” (p. 73). Institutional responses to the crisis in funding in 
the 1990s ranged from short-term reactions such as hiring freezes, targeted 
fundraising efforts, deferred maintenance, and delayed purchases of equipment 
to long-term restructuring efforts such as incorporating new technologies in 
teaching and management, privatizing, outsourcing, and redefining mission 
(Lissner & Taylor, 1996).
In a 1994 study of the responses of 296 public colleges and universities 
to reductions in state funding (El-Khawas, 1994), four different categories of 
responses were found: (a) expenditure control and budget management, (b)
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changes in academic programs, (c) increasing other sources of revenue, and
(d) redefining and reorganizing ways of doing business.
In their survey of 98 institutions in six states, Modarresi and Burke 
(2000) compared the responses of doctoral and nondoctoral public campuses 
to reduced state funding in the early 1990s. They found that both types of 
campuses coped incrementally rather than fundamentally, relying mostly on 
raising tuition and fees and increasing reliance on part-time faculty.
Reindl and Brower (2001) reported that as a result of reduced public 
funding, state colleges and universities are increasingly looking to the private 
sector for financing through a variety of mechanisms, including gifts, 
partnerships, and the creation of business/entrepreneurial ventures. In some 
states, legislatures began to provide incentives encouraging public colleges 
and universities to seek increased revenues outside the appropriations 
process.
The characteristics of various models of universities’ responses to stress 
are summarized in Table 1.
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Table 1
Models of Universities’ Responses to Fiscal Stress
Model Characteristic(s)
Bowen and Glenny (1980) (a) operational responses
(b) programmatic responses,
(c) faculty attrition,




(b) changes in academic programs,
(c) increasing other sources of revenue, and
(d) redefining and reorganizing ways of 
doing business.
El-Khawas (1994) (a) expenditure control and budget
(continued on following page)




Lissner and Taylor (1996) (a) short-term reactions (hiring freezes
targeted fundraising efforts, deferred 
maintenance, and delayed purchases of 
equipment, etc.), and
(b) long-term restructuring efforts 
(incorporating new technologies in 
teaching and management, privatizing, 
outsourcing, and redefining mission)
Ramsey (1997) (a) systemic accommodation,
(b) nonaccommodation, and
(c) individual innovation
(continued on following page)




Modarresi and Burke (2000) Incremental coping by
(a) increasing tuition and fees,
(b) increased reliance on part-time
faculty
Reindl and Brower (2001) Increased private-sector funding
There are several case studies in the literature of states’ public higher 
education systems and their responses to economic downturns. A review of 
this literature describing other states’ experiences in previous economic 
downturns provides a basis for analysis of the case of Illinois’ public higher 
education system during the economic downturn of 2002-2003. The 
generalizability of any state’s case should be viewed in light of the major factors 
which may vary from state to state and time to time, for example, the unique 
higher education system of each state; the unique revenue and budgetary 
process of each state; the unique causes, impacts, and duration of each
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recession; and the unique demographic characteristics and economic trends of 
each state (Callan, 2002).
The State Council of Higher Education for Virginia (SCHEV) studied the 
potential consequences of reductions in the fiscal support of four-year public 
colleges in Virginia from the perspective of academic officers in the summer 
and fall of 2002 (State Council of Higher Education for Virginia, 2003). Based 
on interviews of the CAOs of each of the state’s fifteen public colleges and 
universities and subsequent correspondence and surveys, the study described 
the 2002 General Assembly appropriation reductions and the October 15,
2002, budget cuts on the state’s fifteen institutions. It represents a parallel 
study to this investigation and described broad institutional concerns and 
potential consequences of budget cuts on students and faculty. Potential 
consequences for students included:
(a) Reductions in academic support services,
(b) Larger classes,
(c) Fewer sections (which impacts time to graduation),
(d) Decreased opportunities for internships, study abroad, 
independent study, and research,
(e) Diminished financial support,
(f) Fewer faculty available for advisement,
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(g) Increased costs (which disproportionately impacts disadvantaged 
students), and
(h) Fewer library hours to complete research and other assignments.
Potential consequences of budget reductions on faculty were:
(a) Increased teaching load and larger class sizes,
(b) Curtailed participation in community outreach and university 
duties such as accreditation reviews and search committees,
(c) Decreased institutional support of faculty research projects (which 
includes library acquisitions, laboratory investments and other 
related expenses),
(d) Fewer resources for faculty professional development and 
conference travel,
(e) Reduced time to support graduate and undergraduate student 
research projects,
(f) Increased advisement responsibilities, and
(g) Reduced ability to attract and/or retain productive faculty at all 
ranks.
Broad concerns about the possible consequences on core functions of 
the institutions included:
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(a) Reductions in support staff and administrative support 
(information technology, library),
(b) Compromise of institutional mission,
(c) Limitations in compensation strategies because of pre-existing 
instructional space on campus to include class size, research 
capacity, and condition of classrooms,
(d) Institutional rankings jeopardized,
(e) Consolidation or elimination of productive programs and/or 
departments,
(f) Increased dependence on adjuncts if they are available,
(g) Industrial and other external ventures and funding are at risk, and
(h) Library acquisitions reduced or abandoned, with surcharges to 
purchase back issues if adequate economic resources are 
secured in the future.
The authors concluded that the reductions in state appropriations and 
gubernatorial cuts of 2002 would most likely have a long-term negative impact 
on students, faculty, institutions and communities. They also concluded that 
institutional mission and size influenced the ability of colleges and universities 
to preserve academic programs and services and that disadvantaged students 
were disproportionately affected by budget cuts. Finally, they predicted that
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budget allocations were redefining current and future institutional capacity to 
support enrollment growth and the economic demands of the future.
In December 2002 the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board 
asked presidents and chancellors of Texas public universities and other 
institutions of higher learning to report examples of efficiencies implemented on 
their campuses between Fiscal Year 2001 and Fiscal Year 2003. “Efficiency” 
was defined as an activity that resulted in a documentable savings of time, 
money, or other resources which is then made available to another program or 
activity on campus. Examples were categorized as efficiencies in (a) 
education, (b) research, (c) administration, or (d) clinical care. Each institution 
was asked to report a minimum of three and a maximum of five efficiencies. 
The most frequently reported area of efficiency across all sectors in this study 
was administrative efficiencies, with universities reporting four times as many 
administrative efficiencies as educational efficiencies (Texas State Higher 
Education Coordinating Board, 2003). Given that the time period of this report 
was similar to the time period studied in this investigation, and data were 
available for changes made by public universities, the Texas study could also 
be seen as parallel to the Illinois study reported here.
Administrative efficiencies reported by Texas public universities included 
administrative reorganization, position elimination or redirection, reduced travel 
costs, telephone cost saving initiative, and energy savings. Education
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efficiencies reported by public universities included use of adjunct faculty, 
digital library subscriptions, and student support services consolidation (Texas 
State Higher Education Coordinating Board, 2003).
Literature Related to University Change and Decision Making
According to Lissner and Taylor (1996), the choice of an institutional 
response to fiscal constraints is based on internal and external factors. Internal 
or institutional context (financial resources, enrollment patterns, and other 
institutional variables) contrast with external factors related to the 
environmental context (state mandates, societal attitudes, and assumptions 
about causal factors). If decision makers interpret financial constraints as 
another cyclical reflection of a larger economic slump then they may believe 
improving fiscal status would soon follow and short-term incremental 
adjustments would be appropriate responses. On the other hand, if the current 
state is viewed as a societal shift in funding values, then evolutionary change is 
necessary. This decision making occurs in an internal context where the 
traditional academic units tend to resist change (Lissner & Taylor, 1996).
G appa (1993 ) described internal and external forces which shape  
resource allocation decisions in higher education. She included external forces 
such as demographic shifts, economic growth or decline, new governmental 
initiatives or new laws or systemwide policies. The internal forces she
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highlighted were the values and aspirations of each institution’s leaders, 
typically the president, members of the governing board, the CAO, and faculty 
members. The most powerful factor she indicated, however, was an 
institution’s culture, which she stated could help or hinder the institution’s ability 
to deal effectively with a rapidly changing external environment. Optimal 
practices include active, informed participation of faculty, staff, students, and 
external constituents; use of decision structures that are already in place; and 
accurate, timely, and understandable information. She added that meaningful 
participative decision making must be combined with a sense of urgency 
(Gappa, 1993).
Bloomfield (1993) provided another perspective on decision making and 
change in colleges and universities, pointing to the context in which scarcity 
occurs and the conditions under which decisions must be made. Bloomfield 
posited that “the strategies that an institution selects to cope with scarcity may 
reflect the management style of its president, may be determined by a highly 
participative campuswide process, or may be dictated simply by the magnitude 
of the fiscal crisis” (p. 59). He concluded that colleges and universities that are 
best prepared to face fiscal challenges will have established, systematic 
environmental scanning, clear mission and values statements, and a process 
for identifying criteria to be used in evaluating instructional programs and 
establishing priorities among programs.
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Illinois’ system of 12 public universities is coordinated through the IBHE, 
which has policy and planning responsibilities as well as statutory 
responsibilities for data about higher education in the state. The public 
universities in the state are diverse in terms of size and mission.
Several models for colleges’ and universities’ responses to uncertainty 
and stress exist and the literature provides several descriptions of how 
universities change in response to fiscal stress. With the exception of two 
recent studies, most of the work in this area describes institutional responses of 
the 1980s and 1990s.




This chapter describes the methods used in this research project. The 
design, assumptions, subjects, method of data collection, and analyses are 
detailed.
Research Design
This study was designed to be a mixed quantitative and qualitative 
interpretive inquiry. A variety of data collection techniques were used including 
interviews and review of documents. The research in this study was 
descriptive and historical, documenting a relatively short but tumultuous period 
in the history of higher education in Illinois. The study described naturally 
occurring events in one segment of the public higher education system without 
intervention on the part of the investigator. The study focused on the effects of 
changes in four specific areas -  (a) state appropriations, (b) enrollment, (c) 
tuition during 2001-2004, and (d) CAOs’ reports of institutional response.
The study relied heavily on the investigator’s discovery of themes from a 
description of the details uncovered though a careful analysis of documents 
and standardized, open-ended interviews of chief academic officers of each of
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the institutions investigated. Findings are related to Ramsey’s (1997) model of 
responsiveness.
Given the small number of institutions studied in this case, one-on-one 
interviews were chosen over survey methods as a more appropriate method of 
data collection for the qualitative portion of the study. To understand the 
meaning that CAOs made of the experiences at their institutions in 2001-2004, 
the researcher considered the structure, academic mission, and stakeholders in 
public higher education and developed questions to provide structure to 
interviews. Interview questions were designed to probe the effects of changes 
from the point of view of the participants. As such, the questions were 
designed to provide a rich context which enabled the researcher to examine the 
impact of selected change on the students, faculty, and staff of the institutions 
as well as the effects on the primary academic activities of each university.
The semistructured interview questions were divided into four sections: (a) 
description of changes, (b) institutional influences on changes, (c) 
implementation of changes, and (d) impact of changes. The study was 
approved by the Northern Illinois University Institutional Review Board (see 
Appendix A).
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Research Questions
1. What patterns of change occurred in state appropriations, enrollment, 
and tuition at the 12 public higher education institutions in Illinois during 
2001-2004?
2. What actions, if any, did chief academic officers (CAOs) of public 
institutions of higher education in Illinois take in 2001-2004 in response 
to budgetary crises? What factors influenced their choice of actions?
3. What patterns of responses, if any, did chief academic officers (CAOs) 
make, and do the patterns correlate with institutional factors such as 
number of undergraduate students or location?
4. What is the perceived short-term impact of these actions on the 
institutions’ academic programs?
5. What is the perceived long-term impact of these actions on the 
institutions’ academic programs?
6. How do the responses of chief academic officers of public higher 
education institutions in Illinois fit Ramsey’s theory of university 
responsiveness?
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Illinois Public Institutions
Each of the 12 four-year/upper division public universities in Illinois was 
studied. These institutions are Chicago State University (CSU), Eastern Illinois 
University (EIU), Governors State University (GSU), Illinois State University 
(ISU), Northeastern Illinois University (NEIU), Northern Illinois University (NIU), 
Western Illinois University (WIU), Southern Illinois University-Edwardsville 
(SIUE), Southern Illinois University-Carbondale (SIUC), University of Illinois at 
Chicago (UIC), University of Illinois at Springfield (UIS), and the University of 
Illinois at Urbana-Champaign (UIUC). Independent/proprietary institutions and 
community colleges were not studied.
From the perspective of enrollment (headcount) during the time studied 
in this investigation, the twelve public higher education institutions were 
grouped into small, medium, and large institutions. Three institutions (CSU, 
GSU, and UIS) were classified as small institutions enrolling under 10,000 
students. Four institutions (EIU, NEIU, SIUE, and WIU) were classified as 
medium-size institutions, enrolling 10,000 to 20,000 students. Five institutions 
(ISU, NIU, SIUC, UIC, and UIUC) were considered large institutions, enrolling 
over 20,000 students.
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Data Collection Procedures 
Interviews
In the qualitative phase of this study, the CAO for each of the 12 
public/upper division public higher education institutions in Illinois was identified 
by a review of the institution’s website. Chief academic officers were contacted 
by mail to determine their willingness to be interviewed. In addition to a cover 
letter describing the purpose of the study and interview (see Appendix B), a 
copy of the interview questions (see Appendix C), a consent to participate (see 
Appendix D), and a consent to audiotape (see Appendix E) were enclosed.
The interview guide consisted of questions in four categories: description of 
changes, institutional influences on changes, implementation of change, and 
impact of change. Within seven days of contacting each CAO by mail, the 
researcher telephoned the chief academic officer to arrange an appointment for 
the interview and to answer any questions about the study purpose or interview 
format.
Five of the 12 CAO’s responded to the investigator’s telephone contact 
and made an appointment for the interview. The investigator made multiple 
attempts by telephone and e-mail to contact the remaining seven CAOs, but 
they did not agree to be interviewed.
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In August 2005, the researcher conducted one-on-one semistructured 
interviews with the CAOs at the ESU, GSU, SIUC, UIS, and WIU campuses. 
The CAO was asked to provide written consent for audiotaping of the interview. 
In all cases, the CAO consented and the interview was taped by the 
interviewer. The length of each interview was approximately one hour. 
Interviews were transcribed and the researcher verified the accuracy of the 
transcriptions by comparing the audiotape and transcript.
Document Analysis
In the quantitative phase of this study, documents were analyzed to 
describe the magnitude of changes that occurred in state appropriations, 
undergraduate enrollment, and undergraduate tuition at each of the institutions 
during the study period. Because the institutions have diverse missions, 
demographics, and situations, each institution’s data were analyzed as a 
separate case and then reviewed in the context of all 12 institutions.
Quantitative data for this study were obtained from publicly available 
information online and a personal communication from the Deputy Director of 
Academic Affairs at the Illinois Board of Higher Education. Data from the 
Illinois Board of Higher Education’s (IBHE) Data Book and the report, 
Reductions and Other Budget Actions to Administrative Units FY 2002 to FY
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
45
2005, were analyzed. In addition, data on enrollment reported by IBHE staff to 
the Illinois Board of Higher Education on a yearly basis were analyzed. Four 
reports titled Preliminary Fall 2002 (or 2003, 2004, and 2005) Enrollments in 
Illinois Higher Education were accessed online at the IBHE’s website 
(www.ibhe.org) for final 2001, 2002, 2003, and 2004 enrollment (headcount) 
data for each public university. The researcher obtained the report, Reductions 
and Other Budget Actions to Administrative Units FY 2002 to FY 2005, from Dr. 
Gary Alexander, Deputy Director of Academic Affairs, IBHE in December 2005 
(G. Alexander, personal communication, December 16, 2005). The Data Book 
is published each year by the IBHE and represents a public record of 
information about each higher education institution in the state. These reports 
are available online at the IBHE website, www.ibhe.org, or in the library of each 
institution. The data are standardized across institutions and from year to year.
The purpose of this analysis was to quantitatively describe the changes in 
state appropriations, enrollment, and tuition for each of the institutions and 
analyze the patterns across institutions. Questions about tuition, enrollment, 
and state appropriations were asked during the document analysis and are as 
follows:
1. How did undergraduate in-state tuition and required fees change, if at 
all, at each of the institutions during 2001-2004?
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2. How did final fall term headcount enrollment change, if at all, at each of 
the institutions during the period 2001-2004?
3. How did state appropriations change, if at all, for each institution during 
the period 2001-2004?
Assumptions
1. The information reported in the IBHE Data Books and Reductions and 
Other Budget Actions to Administrative Units FY 2002 to FY 2005 was 
accurate.
2. The data collected by IBHE from each university was comparable and 
accurately reported by the institutions.
3. The CAO at each institution was knowledgeable of the changes that 
occurred at the institution during 2001-2004. Persons in this position are 
often responsible for overseeing accountability systems in institutions. 
Further, it was assumed that CAOs work closely with other administrative 
staff at the institution, such as the chief financial officer, the director of 
admissions, or staff of the office of institutional research, to determine an 
institution’s response to accountability demands and changes in state 
appropriations, enrollment, and tuition.
4. The CAO at each institution shared complete information about changes 
that occurred at the institution during 2001-2004.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
47
Delimitations
1. Only four-year/upper division public universities in Illinois were studied.
2. The primary source of financial data was published by the governing 
agency.
Limitations
1. The data reported by universities may have varied due to each university’s 
financial management processes.
2. Chief academic officers at each institution may not have been with the 
institutions or in their current position during the entire period 2001-2004.
3. Chief academic officers may not have accurate memory, interpretation, or 
communication of events that occurred during the period 2001-2004.
4. Chief academic officers may have been reluctant to provide detailed 
information about their institution for fear of “leaking” sensitive information.
Analysis of Data
The quantitative information from the Data Book  was reviewed by the
researcher and key information entered in Microsoft Excel®, a spreadsheet
program. The data were analyzed by:
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1. Percentage change in state appropriations from general funds for 
FY 2002, 2003, and 2004.
2. Percentage change in tuition and required fees for full-time, in­
state undergraduate students for 2002-2003, 2003-2004, and 
2004-2005.
3. Percentage change in enrollment (headcount) for 2002-2003, 
2003-2004, and 2004-2005.
The quantitative information from Reductions and Other Budget Actions 
to Administrative Units FY 2002 to FY 2005 was reviewed by the researcher 
and key information entered in Microsoft Excel. The data were analyzed by:
1. Percentage change in institutional support budgets for FY 2003, 
FY 2004, and FY 2005.
2. Percentage change in academic support budgets for FY 2003, FY 
2004, and FY 2005.
3. Percentage change in student support budgets for FY 2003, FY 
2004, and FY 2005.
4. Percentage change in physical plant operations and maintenance 
budgets for FY 2003, FY 2004, and FY 2005.
The qualitative information from the interviews of the chief academic 
officers was analyzed by the researcher reviewing verbatim transcripts of each 
interview and grouping CAOs’ responses to each of the research questions.
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Common themes in responses were noted and reported. Verbatim statements 
made by respondents are included in this report to validate the researcher’s 
analysis.




The purpose of this study was to analyze responses of each of the 
twelve Illinois public universities to changes in state appropriations during 
2001-2004. This chapter reports quantitative data provided by the twelve 
Illinois public higher education institutions to the Illinois Board of Higher 
Education and qualitative data obtained through interviews conducted with the 
chief academic officers of the institutions in August 2005.
Reductions and Other Budget Actions Reported to IBHE 
FY 2002 to FY 2005
In December 2005, each public four-year/upper division institution 
submitted data to the IBHE about reductions and other budget actions the 
institutions made to administrative units in FY 2003, FY 2004, and FY 2005. 
These data reflected changes in state and university income funds in four 
areas: 1) institutional support, 2) academic support, 3) student services, and 4) 
operation and maintenance of physical plant. The data reflected how the 
institutions constructed their budgets in these four areas in response to 
changes in state appropriations from the beginning budget of FY 2002. In each
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of the three fiscal years for which data are available, the institutions devoted 
proportionally 45% of their budgets to institutional support, 27% to academic 
support, 7% to student services, and 21% to operation and maintenance of 
physical plant. The change (percentage increase or decrease) in each 
institution’s institutional support budget, academic support budget, student 
services budget, and physical plant operation and maintenance budget for FY 
2003, FY 2004, and FY 2005 from the previous fiscal year is presented in 
Appendix F.
Changes in Institutional Support Budgets
The budget category Institutional Support was comprised of accounts for 
executive management, financial management and operations, general 
administrative and logistical services, faculty and staff auxiliary services, and 
public relations/development. The percent increase or decrease in each 
institution’s institutional support budget for FY 2003, 2004, and 2005 is 
presented in Appendix F. One institution (CSU) did not provide data for FY 
2003.
In FY 2003 eight of the eleven reporting institutions reported a decrease  
in the budget for institutional support from FY 2002; one institution reported no 
change. Two institutions reported an increase in the budget for institutional 
support from FY 2002 to FY 2003. On average, the eleven institutions
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
52
reporting a decrease in the FY 2003 budget for institutional support 
experienced a decrease of 8.9%.
In FY 2004 ten of the eleven reporting institutions reported a decrease; 
one institution reported an increase in the budget for institutional support from 
FY 2003 to FY 2004. On average, the budget for institutional support 
decreased 9.0% at the institutions reporting a decrease in the FY 2004 
Institutional Support budget.
In FY 2005 seven of the twelve institutions reported a decrease; five 
institutions reported an increase. The mean decrease in the FY 2005 budget 
for institutional support was 7.7%. From FY 2002 to FY 2005, the 11 
institutions for which complete data were available reported an average 
cumulative decrease in the institutional support budget of 14.8%, ranging from 
a cumulative decrease of 31% at SIUE to a cumulative increase of 2% at WIU.
Three institutions (ISU, UIC, and UIS) decreased the budgets for 
institutional support in all three fiscal years. Eight institutions decreased the 
budgets for institutional support in two of the three fiscal years with four of 
these eight institutions decreasing this budget in the first and second years of 
the period.
No institution increased its budget for institutional support in two or three 
of the fiscal years. Eight institutions (EIU, GSU, NEIU, NIU, SIUC, SIUE,
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UIUC, and WIU) increased the budget for institutional support in one of the 
three fiscal years reviewed; five of these increases occurred in FY 2005.
Changes in Academic Support Budgets 
The budget category of Academic Support was comprised of accounts 
for academic administration, library services, museums and galleries, hospital 
and patient services, and academic support not elsewhere classified. The 
percentage increase or decrease in each institution’s academic support budget 
for FY 2003, 2004, and 2005 is presented in Appendix F. One institution (CSU) 
did not provide data for FY 2003.
In FY 2003 ten of the eleven reporting institutions reported a decrease in 
the budget for academic support from FY 2002; one institution reported an 
increase. On average, the ten institutions reporting a decrease in the FY 2003 
budget for academic support experienced a decrease of 8.7%.
In FY 2004 ten of the eleven reporting institutions reported a decrease; 
one institution reported no change. On average, the ten institutions reporting a 
decrease in the FY 2004 budget for academic support from FY 2003 levels 
experienced a decrease of 6.8%.
In FY 2005 ten of the twelve institutions reported a decrease; two 
reported an increase. On average, the ten institutions reporting a decrease in 
the FY 2005 budget for academic support experienced a decrease of 9.9%.
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From FY 2002 to FY 2005, the 11 institutions for which complete data 
were available reported an average cumulative decrease in the academic 
support budget of 21.7%, ranging from a cumulative decrease of 48.7% at WIU 
to no cumulative change at NEIU.
Seven institutions (EIU, GSU, NIU, UIC, UIS, UIUC, and WIU) 
decreased the budgets for academic support in all three fiscal years. Four 
institutions (ISU, NEIU, SIUC, and SIUE) decreased the budgets for academic 
support in two of the three fiscal years, with two of these four institutions 
decreasing this budget in the first and second years of the period. One of 
these four institutions (ISU) decreased the budget for academic support in the 
first year of the period, reported no change in the second year, and decreased 
the budget in the third year.
No institution increased its budget for academic support in two or three 
of the fiscal years. Three institutions (NEIU, SIUC, and SIUE) increased the 
budget for academic support in one of the three fiscal years reviewed. One 
institution increased the budget for academic support in FY 2003 and two 
increased the budget in FY 2005.
Changes in Student Services Budgets 
The budget category of Student Services was comprised of accounts for 
social and cultural development, student health/medical services, counseling
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and career services, financial aid administration, financial assistance, 
intercollegiate athletics, and student services administration. The percentage 
increase or decrease in each institution’s student services support budget for 
FY 2003, 2004, and 2005 is presented in Appendix F. One institution (CSU) 
did not provide data for FY 2003 and FY 2005.
In FY 2003 nine of the eleven reporting institutions reported a decrease 
in the budget for student services; the mean decrease was 13.25%. Two 
institutions reported an increase in the budget for student services in FY 2003 
over FY 2002.
In FY 2004 seven of the twelve reporting institutions reported a 
decrease, with a mean decrease of 14.75%. One institution reported no 
change. Four institutions (EIU, NEIU, NIU, and SIUC) reported an increase in 
the FY 2004 budget for student services over FY 2003.
In FY 2005 five of the eleven reporting institutions reported a decrease 
of on average 5.0% in the student services budget from the previous fiscal 
year. One institution reported no change in the student services budget from 
FY 2004 to FY 2005 and five institutions (GSU, NIU, SIUC, SIUE, and WIU) 
reported an increase.
From FY 2002 to FY 2005, the 11 institutions for which complete data 
were available reported an average cumulative decrease in the student
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services budget of 9.4%, ranging from a cumulative decrease of 61.3% at GSU 
to a cumulative increase of 55.5% at SIUC.
Three institutions (UIC, UIS, and UIUC) decreased the budgets for 
student services in all three fiscal years. Five institutions (EIU, GSU, ISU,
SIUE, and WIU) decreased the budgets for student services in two of the three 
fiscal years, with three of these four institutions decreasing this budget in the 
first and second years of the period. One of the institutions decreased the 
budget in the first year, reported no change in the second year, and decreased 
the budget again in the third year.
One institution (NIU) increased its budget for student services in three of 
the fiscal years and one institution (NEIU) increased its budget in the first two 
years and held the budget unchanged in the third year. Southern Illinois 
University-Carbondale increased the budget for student services in two of the 
three years but saw a decrease in one year. Four institutions (EIU, GSU,
SIUE, and WIU) increased the budget for student services in one of the three 
fiscal years reviewed.
Changes in Physical Plant Operation and Maintenance Budgets
The budget category of Operation and Maintenance of Physical Plant 
was comprised of accounts for superintendence, custodial, repairs 
maintenance, grounds maintenance, utility production and support, permanent
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improvements, security, fire protection, transportation, rental of space, and 
operation and maintenance of auxiliary enterprises. The percentage increase 
or decrease in each institution’s physical plant operation and maintenance 
budget for FY 2003, 2004, and 2005 is presented in Appendix F. One 
institution (CSU) did not provide data for FY 2003 and FY 2005.
In FY 2003 eight of the eleven reporting institutions reported a decrease 
in the budgets for operation and maintenance of the physical plant; the mean 
decrease was 5.4%. Three institutions (EIU, NEIU, and SIUC) reported an 
increase.
In FY 2004 nine of the eleven reporting institutions reported a decrease. 
The average decrease in budget for operation and maintenance of physical 
plant in FY 2004 was 7.1%. Two institutions (SIUE and WIU) reported an 
increase.
In FY 2005 four of the eleven institutions that reported data reported an 
average decrease of 3.4% in the physical plant operation and maintenance 
budget. Two institutions reported no change and five institutions (EIU, NIU, 
SIUC, UIS, and WIU) reported an increase. From FY 2002 to FY 2005, the 11 
institutions for which complete data were available reported an average 
cumulative decrease in the budgets for operation and maintenance of the 
physical plant of 4.4%, ranging from a cumulative decrease of 22.7% at GSU to 
a cumulative increase of 21.3% at UIS.
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Three institutions (GSU, ISU, and UIUC) decreased the budgets for 
operation and maintenance of the physical plant in all three fiscal years. Four 
institutions (NIU, SIU, UIC, and UIS) decreased the budgets for operation and 
maintenance of the physical plant in two of the three fiscal years, with three of 
these four institutions decreasing this budget in the first and second years of 
the period. One of the institutions decreased the budget in the last two years of 
the period.
Three institutions (EIU, SIUE, and WIU) increased budgets for operation 
and maintenance of the physical plant in two of the fiscal years. Three 
institutions increased budgets in one of the three fiscal years reviewed; in all 
cases the increase occurred in the third year of the period. In one other case, 
the institution raised the budget for operation and maintenance of the physical 
plant in the first year, decreased it in the second year, and left it unchanged in 
the third year.
Summary of Budget Trends
The budgets for institutional support, academic support, student 
services, and operation and maintenance of physical plant increased and 
decreased at the 12 public higher education institutions in Illinois in FY 2003- 
2005, with the trend being toward decreasing budgets for each of these four
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categories of expenses during this period. On average, the cumulative budget 
for academic support in FY 2003 -  FY 2005 decreased 21.7%, the cumulative 
budget for institutional support decreased 14.8%, the cumulative budget for 
student services decreased 9.4%, and the cumulative budget for operation and 
maintenance of the physical plant decreased 4.4%.
Six of eleven institutions reporting (EIU, GSU, ISU, SIUE, UIC, and 
UIUC) saw a cumulative decline in their budgets in each of these four areas in 
FY 2003-2005.
The number of institutions reporting decreases in budgets in institutional 
support, academic support, student services, and operation and maintenance 
of physical plant are summarized in Table 2.
IBHE Data Book Trends
The Data Book, an annual publication of the Illinois Board of Higher 
Education, included information on enrollments, degrees awarded, staffing 
levels and compensation, student costs, and higher education finance in 
addition to much other quantitative data about all Illinois institutions of higher 
education having degree-granting authority. The Data Books for 1998-2005 
were available online.
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Table 2
Number of Twelve Illinois Public Universities Reporting Decreased Budgets for
Institutional SuoDort. Academic Support, Student Services, and Operation and
Maintenance of Physical Plant FY 03 -  FY 05
FY 03 FY 04 FY 05
Institutional Support 8 10 7
Academic Support 10 10 10
Student Services 9 7 5
Operation and Maintenance of 8 
Physical Plant
9 4
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For this study, the IBHE Data Books for 2001, 2002, 2003, and 2004 
were accessed electronically at www.ibhe.org. Based on the information 
presented for each year, the annual percentage changes in state 
appropriations from general funds, tuition, and required fees for full-time, in­
state, undergraduate students and enrollment (headcount) for all twelve Illinois 
public higher education institutions for FY 2002, FY 2003, and FY 2004 were 
calculated. The data are presented in Table 3.
An institution-by-institution comparison of annual percentage changes in 
state appropriations from general funds, full-time, in-state, undergraduate 
tuition and required fees and enrollment (headcount) for FY 2003 -  FY 2005 is 
presented in Appendix G.
Tuition and Fees
Each of the 12 public institutions increased full-time, in-state, 
undergraduate tuition and required fees in 2002-2003, 2003-2004, and 2004- 
2005. In 2002-2003 the increases ranged from 1.6% at Western Illinois 
University to 33.9% at Southern Illinois University-Carbondale. The average 
increase was 13.8%  in FY 2002.
In 2003-2004 the average increase in tuition and required fees for all 
twelve public higher education institutions was 13.4%. The increases ranged













Annual Percentage Changes in State Appropriations from General Funds. Undergraduate Tuition, and Enrollment 
(Headcount) at Illinois Public Universities 2001-2004
University Percentage Change in State Appropriations from General 
Funds from Previous Year
Percentage Change in 
In-state, Full-time 
Undergraduate Tuition and 
Required Fees from Previous 
Year
Percentage Change in Total 


























CSU 7.0 7.6 -5.7 -2.6 6.7 8.8 16.0 40.2 2.4 1.1 -1.7 -2.9
EIU 6.9 8.6 -6.1 -8.2 12.7 8.1 10.8 12.3 -1.0 6.0 3.2 1.1
GSU 6.1 6.3 -6.0 -8.2 2.9 20.9 31.3 15.3 -4.0 .6 -4.0 -0.2
ISU 5.8 6.4 -6.1 -8.2 3.2 12.5 9.8 14.4 2.3 -0.3 -1.5 -0.5
NEIU 5.7 6.5 -6.2 -8.2 -1.6 14.8 28.8 15.2 0.5 3.7 3.7 2.9
NIU 5.0 6.2 -6.1 -8.2 5.1 7.5 12.0 14.1 2.3 4.9 1.3 -1.7
SIUC 6.8 6.5 -6.1 -7.1 -11.7 33.9 13.5 14.9 -4.2 1.3 -2.2 0.9
SIUE 7.7 6.9 -6.1 -8.2 9.4 12.7 12.8 16.2 2.0 2.1 4.6 1.5
UIC 5.1 4.7 -9.2 -5.9 17.1 17.3 2.0 16.3 0.1 4.7 -1.4 -3.5
UIS 6.6 9.8 -4.2 -8.1 6.4 11.0 7.5 21.7 8.8 3.8 2.8 -3.9
UIUC 6.8 6.4 -10.3 -10.5 15.2 16.5 7.1 10.6 2.2 1.8 1.2 0.6
WIU 5.6 5.9 -6.0 -8.2 7.8 1.6 9.3 30.0 0.9 1.9 0.1 0.7













Note: CSU = Chicago State University; EIU = Eastern Illinois University; GSU = Governors State University; ISU = 
Illinois State University; NEIU = Northeastern Illinois University; NIU = Northern Illinois University; SIUC = 
Southern Illinois University Carbondale; SIUE = Southern Illinois University-Edwardsville; UIC = University of 
Illinois at Chicago; UIS = University of Illinois at Springfield; UIUC = University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign; 




from 2% at the University of Illinois-Chicago to 31.3% at Governors State 
University.
The increase in tuition and required fees continued for all twelve 
institutions in 2004-2005 and escalated at all but two of the twelve institutions: 
Governors State University and Northeastern Illinois University. In 2004 - 
2005, increases in tuition and required fees ranged from 12.3% at Eastern 
Illinois University to 40.2% at Chicago State University. The average increase 
was 18.43%.
Cumulatively in just two years, 2003-2004 and 2004-2005, the twelve 
public higher education institutions in the state increased the full-time, in-state, 
undergraduate tuition an average of 31.8%. University of Illinois at Chicago 
had the lowest cumulative two-year increase of 17.7%; Chicago State 
University saw the largest two-year cumulative increase—56.2%.
Enrollment
Final fall term headcount enrollments, aggregated by student 
characteristics such as gender, racial/ethnic group, class level, and declared 
major, are obtained during the winter and are published each spring in the Data 
Book on Illinois Higher Education. Fall term enrollments provide a “snapshot” 
of Illinois higher education enrollments on the 10th day of the fall term (IBHE, 
2004, 2005).
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With the exception of Illinois State University, which had a negligible 
(0.3%) decline in enrollment, the public higher education institutions saw an 
increase in Fall 2002 from the previous year. The increases ranged from 0.6% 
at Governors State University to 4.9% at Northern Illinois University. The 
average increase in enrollment was 2.6% in Fall 2002.
In Fall 2003 five of the 12 institutions saw a decline in enrollment ranging 
from a decrease of 1.4% at the University of Illinois at Chicago to a decrease of 
4% at Governors State University. Of the seven institutions which saw 
increased enrollment, increases ranged from a negligible 0.1% at Western 
Illinois University to 3.7% at Northeastern Illinois University. Overall, 
enrollment in the state’s 12 public higher education institutions increased by 
only 0.5%.
In Fall 2004 more institutions experienced declining enrollment and the 
overall enrollment trend was reversed. In Fall 2004 six of the 12 institutions 
saw a decline, with enrollment decreasing from 0.2% at Governors State 
University to 3.9% at University of Illinois at Springfield. Of the remaining six 
institutions which saw increased enrollment, increases ranged from 0.6% at the 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Cham paign to 1.1%  at Eastern Illinois University. 
Overall, enrollment in the state’s 12 public higher education institutions 
declined by 0.4% in Fall 2004.
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Cumulatively in Fall 2003 and Fall 2004, the twelve public higher 
education institutions in the state saw their enrollment decrease an average of
0.5%, with six institutions decreasing. University of Illinois at Chicago had the 
largest cumulative decrease of 4.9%. Southern Illinois University-Edwardsville, 
one of six institutions which experienced a cumulative increase in this two-year 
period, increased enrollment 6.6%.
State Appropriations
All 12 public institutions saw an increase in state appropriations from the 
general fund in FY 2002 from the previous year. The increases ranged from 
4.7% at the University of Illinois at Chicago to 9.8% at the University of lllinois- 
Springfield. The average increase was 6.8% in FY 2002.
In FY 2003 all 12 institutions saw a decline in state appropriations from 
the general fund from the previous year. The decreases ranged from 4.2% at 
the University of Illinois-Springfield to 10.3% at the University of Illinois at 
Urbana-Champaign. The average decrease was 6.5%.
The decline in state appropriations continued for all twelve institutions in 
FY 2004 and worsened at all but Chicago State University and the University of 
Illinois-Springfield. In FY 2004, decreases in state appropriations from the
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general fund ranged from 2.6% at Chicago State University to 10.5% at the 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. The average decrease was 7.6%.
Cumulatively in FY 2003 and 2004, the twelve public higher education 
institutions in the state saw their state appropriations from general funds 
decrease an average of 14.14%. Chicago State University had the lowest 
cumulative decrease of 8.3%; the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 
saw the largest two-year cumulative decrease—20.8%.
Summary of Data Trends
State appropriations, in-state, full-time, undergraduate tuition and 
required fees and total enrollment (headcount) increased and decreased at the 
12 public universities in Illinois in Fiscal Years 2003, 2004, and 2005. The 
trend of change in tuition was yearly double-digit percentage increases. The 
trend in enrollment was yearly single-digit percentage increases. The trends in 
state appropriations were single-digit percentage increases for the first two 
fiscal years of the period followed by two consecutive years of single-digit 
decreases. The magnitude of decreases in state appropriations in fiscal years 
2003 and 2004 was greater than the magnitude of increases in fiscal years 
2001 and 2002, resulting in most Illinois public higher education universities 
experiencing a net loss in state appropriations over the period of FY 2001 to FY
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2004. These changes in tuition, enrollment, and state appropriations are 
summarized in Table 4.
Table 4
Summary of Trends in Tuition. Enrollment, and State Appropriations at Illinois 
Public Universities 2002 -  2005
FY 02/ 02-03 FY 03 / 03-04 FY 04 / 04 - 05
Tuition n T T n




In FY 2003, when a majority of the institutions experienced decreases in 
all categories (institutional support, academic support, students services, and 
operation and maintenance of physical plant), the magnitude of average 
percentage decreases made by institutions was greatest in the budgets for 
student services followed by institutional support, academic support, and 
physical plant, in rank order.
In FY 2004, when again a majority of institutions experienced decreases 
in all four budget categories, student services budgets were again decreased
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the most, on average, followed by budgets for institutional support, physical 
plant, and academic support, in rank order.
In FY 2005 a majority of institutions experienced declining budgets in 
academic support and institutional support with fairly equal decreases 
occurring, on average, in both these categories.
Qualitative Interview Data 
Respondents
Five CAOs agreed to be interviewed (see Appendix FI). Multiple follow- 
up phone calls and e-mails to solicit participation from the other seven CAOs 
did not yield additional participants. Because it was considered important to 
determine the perspectives of individuals in the same positions at the various 
institutions, the researcher decided not to solicit participation from any other 
individuals at the institutions, such as chief financial officers. Although chief 
financial officers may have also had an interesting perspective on changes that 
occurred at each institution, it was felt that their perspective might have been 
sufficiently different from the perspectives of chief academ ic officers to 
confound the results.
All of the CAOs who were interviewed had been in their position as CAO 
less than five years. Two of the CAOs were from small institutions, two were
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from medium-size institutions, and one was from a large institution (as defined 
earlier). For purposes of maintaining the anonymity of the qualitative 
responses of the CAO from the large institution, the responses of the CAOs 
from the medium-size and large institutions were combined into the category 
“medium-to-large-size institutions” when the response of the CAO from the 
large institution was reported.
Description of Changes
To determine the changes that occurred at the five participants’ 
institutions, the interviewer asked a cluster of questions, including:
1. What changes, if any, occurred at this institution in 2001, 2003, 
2003, and 2004 in response to Illinois’ budgetary crises (changes 
in tuition and fees, credit hours, faculty positions, staff positions, 
travel budgets, capital expenses, enrollment, access, 
restructuring, etc.)?
What changes were considered?
Were there any limitations placed on changes such as 
maximum percentage tuition increase, maximum number 
of credit hours?
What changes were considered but discarded?
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When changes were being considered, what was 
considered “untouchable” or “nonnegotiable”?
2. What were the key factors in deciding what changes to 
implement?
Respondents had many different responses about the changes that 
occurred at their institutions in 2001, 2002, 2003, and 2004 in response to the 
state’s budgetary crises. The five respondents identified 38 distinctly different 
changes (see Table 5).
No single response was made by four or five of the five CAOs. Only 
once did three of the CAOs make a similar response; two CAOs had nine 
similar responses. The CAO at one small institution described eight changes 
that were made; the CAO at the other small institution described 10 changes 
that were made. The CAOs from the three medium-to-large-size institutions 
identified 6, 8, and 18 changes each.
Analysis of the responses revealed changes in seven categories, 
including changes in each of the four budget categories that IBHE had defined 
in its reporting of budget decreases in December 2005: (a) institutional support,
(b) academic support, (c) student services, and (d) operation and maintenance 
of physical plant. Three additional categories of changes emerged:
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Table 5
CAO Responses to “What changes occurred?”
Type of Change Response(s)
Reduced administrative expenditures by 25% 
Froze/chilled hiring for administrative 
positions
Changed management of administrative 
positions 
Cut staff
Reduced administrative costs 
Changed management of travel costs 
Restructured auxiliary services 
Realigned document and imaging services 
Held salary increases to zero or modest 
increases
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Table 5 (continued)
Type of Change Response(s)
(a) Decreased extra support for faculty 
development (travel, professional 
organizations)
(b) Reduced open graduate assistant positions 
by 25%
(c) Replaced full-time faculty with adjunct faculty
(d) Changed management of faculty positions
(e) Paid attention to adjunct overruns
(f) Decreased academic support and 
commodities
Decrease in student Cut student services (admissions & records) 
services
(continued on following page)
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Type of Change Response(s)
Decrease in physical (a) Deferred maintenance
plant operation and (b) Cut janitorial
maintenance (c) Cut groundskeeping
(d) Postponed repairs and renovation
Change in operations (a) Changed course management
(b) Changed student enrollment management
(c) Reallocated resources to 
colleges/departments
(d) Drastically centralized budgeting
(e) Restructured colleges
(f) Restructured off-campus military program
Change in academic (a) Cut programs
programs (b) Suspended implementation of new programs
(c) Restructured summer schedule
(d) Increased enrollment
(continued on following page)
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Table 5 (continued)
Type of Change Response(s)
Strategies to increase (a) Solicited gifts
resources (b) Carried money forward/prepaid expenses
(c) Suspended new intramural grant program
(d) Increased or restructured tuition
(e) Implemented tuition cost guarantee
(f) Implemented differential tuition
(g) Implemented new fees
(h) Increased fees
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(a) changes in operations, (b) changes in academic programs, and (c) 
increasing resources.
Three of the five CAOs mentioned increasing tuition as their institution’s 
response to the budgetary crisis. In addition, one of these CAOs indicated the 
institution restructured tuition. Quantitative data indicates that all five 
institutions increased tuition.
Two CAOs mentioned increasing fees and two mentioned new fees as 
responses; a CAO at one of these institutions indicated that in addition to 
raising existing fees, new fees were implemented.
CAOs of two of the three institutions which reported raising tuition also 
reported increasing enrollment. Quantitative data indicates that one of these 
two institutions experienced enrollment increases in Fall 2002, Fall 2003, and 
Fall 2004. Quantitative data for the other institution indicates that the institution 
experienced enrollment increases for Fall 2002 and Fall 2004, but not for Fall 
2003.
Seven other similar responses were made by two of the five CAOs. 
These responses were: reducing administrative expenditures by 25%, changes 
in course m anagem ent, changes in m anagem ent of faculty positions, staff cuts, 
and decreasing support for faculty development such as travel and participation 
in professional organizations.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
77
The CAO of a small institution reported increasing tuition and fees. The 
CAO reported that there were changes in the management of faculty positions 
and travel costs as well as cuts in staff and increased attention to adjunct 
faculty overruns. Programs were cut and the implementation of new programs 
was suspended.
The CAO of the other small institution reported that the institution 
responded to the changes in state appropriations by changing the management 
of faculty positions and decreasing extra support for faculty development, such 
as travel and participation in professional organizations. Academic support and 
commodities were decreased; student services (admissions & records) were 
cut. The CAO also reported that groundskeeping and janitorial services were 
cut, and repairs and renovation were postponed. Open graduate assistant 
positions were reduced by 25%, salary increases were held to zero percent or 
modest increases and a planned intramural grant program for faculty was 
suspended.
At one of the medium-to-large-size institutions the CAO reported that 
extra support for faculty development (travel and participation in professional 
organizations) was decreased, the institution deferred maintenance expenses, 
reduced administrative expenditures by 25%, and changed the management of 
administrative positions. There was a realignment of document and imaging
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services and a cost guarantee for entering freshmen students was 
implemented.
The CAO of another medium-to-large-size institution reported increasing 
tuition, fees, and enrollment. The CAO also reported that new fees were 
implemented, changes were made to course management, there was a hiring 
freeze/chill of administrative positions, and full-time faculty were replaced with 
adjunct faculty. Budgeting was “drastically centralized” according to this CAO.
At the third medium-to-large-size institution, the CAO reported that 
tuition was restructured and increased and a tuition differential was established 
in one program. New fees were established and enrollment was increased. 
Colleges were restructured and there was reallocation of resources to 
colleges/departments. The CAO at this institution also reported that there was 
reduction of administrative costs, a 25% reduction in administrative 
expenditures, and staff cuts. There was restructuring of auxiliary services, an 
off-campus program for students in the military, and the summer schedule of 
courses. Programs were cut and there were changes in course management. 
The institution carried money forward to subsequent budget years, prepaid 
expenses, and became more aggressive at soliciting gifts.
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Responses Considered but Not Implemented
Three CAOs were asked to discuss key factors which determined what 
changes were implemented in response to decreased state appropriations.
One CAO from a medium-to-large-size institution reported that they were 
“watching what everyone else was doing” and were “attentive to the political 
realities of raising tuition.” A CAO from one of the small institutions said the 
key factors were “where you do the least damage.”
The CAO at one of the small institutions indicated that increasing 
enrollment was considered as a response to the budget cuts but not 
implemented. A CAO at one of the medium-to-large-size institutions indicated 
that layoffs were considered but not implemented.
When describing the limitations that were put on any changes, the CAO 
at one of the medium-to-large-size institutions stated, “The principles that we 
were looking toward were, to the extent possible, to keep the reductions away 
from the core mission, the instructional side.”
One of the CAOs at a small institution and one at a medium-to-large-size 
institution talked about other changes that were considered but not 
implemented. At the medium-to-large-size institution, cancelling the summer 
session and combining departments were considered but not implemented. In 
the words of the CAO, “We did talk about trying to combine departments but
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that’s politically a difficult matter as well. And after you do it, you still have all 
the faculty. What do you save? You save the chair’s stipend.” At the small 
institution, creating differential tuition for two academic programs was 
considered as was a reduction in the budget of academic support units.
Four CAOs described potential responses which were not implemented 
because they were considered nonnegotiable. One of the CAOs at a small 
institution discarded any changes to the “instructional side,” considering cuts in 
instruction to be nonnegotiable. “Letting people go” at one of the large 
institutions was not considered a viable response: “We’re the economic engine 
for this region, we have a very different situation here than [city in which 
another public institution is located] does....We have no other industrial base 
really...so there’s an extreme sensitivity to us letting people go.” Chief 
academic officers at the medium-to-large-size institutions described four things 
as nonnegotiable, “untouchable” changes: not hiring faculty, cutting library 
resources, eliminating programs, and making changes to the instructional side. 
The insight one CAO shared about cutting library resources in a time of 
reduction of state appropriations was interesting. The CAO stated, “I didn’t go 
after the library. I laid down in front of the train when w e talked about cutting 
back on the [library] acquisitions budget. I said, ‘Please don’t do that.’
Provosts don’t survive doing that.”
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The types of responses which CAOs considered implementing but didn’t 
were classified as politically sensitive/nonnegotiable or structural/impractical. 
Examples of these types of nonimplemented responses are listed in Table 6.
Table 6
Responses Considered but Not Implemented
Type of Response Response






Implementation of Chanqe: Internal Institutional Influences
To understand the institutional influences on changes that occurred at 
the five participants’ institutions, the interviewer asked a cluster of questions, 
including:
1. What role did campus administrators have in determining the changes?
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2. Did any other groups (boards of trustees, faculty, students, staff) or 
individuals play a role in determining what changes were made?
If so, what role did these groups or individuals play?
3. What groups or individuals were considered the key players in proposing 
changes? Why?
In enacting changes? Why?
4. Who made the final decision about what changes were made?
5. How did that person or group make the final decision?
6. What was the timeline for making and implementing the changes?
Decision Makers
Respondents had a variety of responses about the role of administrators 
in determining changes at their institutions in 2001, 2002, 2003, and 2004 in 
response to the states budgetary crises. The five respondents described 
twelve different ways in which administrators created changes at their 
institutions. No single similar response was made by two or more of the five 
CAOs.
At one small institution, the provost “merely asked the deans and other 
unit heads to suggest how we could meet our cutback targets rather than us 
trying to do an across-the-board kind of a thing. So they actually prioritized and 
organized their response so that it would do the least damage to the program.”
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At this same institution, “[the CAO] had to meet with each dean. And again [the 
CAO] had them indicate courses that had very low enrollment for the past three 
years [and suggested] that they be combined.” The CAO at this institution also 
reported:
The presidents [of the public institutions] formed a Presidents’ 
Council for the first time because there was just nobody out there 
countering the cuts. The governor was bad-mouthing all the 
institutions and nobody was saying anything. So the Presidents’ 
Council did start doing direct, I guess you can’t call it anything but 
lobbying, which is what it was, with the legislators, and the 
presidents were at least able to hold off some things that would 
have been put into place by the governor’s office. I’ve forgotten 
what they are right now. But there were some very specific things 
that were in fact headed off; they were already in legislative 
proposals.
At the other small institution, the CAO reported:
The macro-type decisions about what you might call the 
rescission shares, that is, the shares that go out to the divisions of 
the campus academic affairs, student affairs, business affairs, 
and the chancellor’s division, the decision about that gets made in 
the chancellor’s cabinet, a small group, which consists of the 
chancellor and the vice chancellors and a couple of his advisors. 
But, and, you know, people make their presentations and the 
chancellor determines, determined the shares of the rescission. 
But once the shares are made then, whatever, each division 
would approach their reallocations in, in, in whatever way they 
would do it. In academic affairs, obviously, the deans would be 
very involved and out of the provost’s office we would make a 
determination about the shares, the rescission of shares, of the 
colleges and then they would have their own approach to 
handling that. And I’m, I’m particularly mentioning this because I 
know that as the obligation to make these budget reductions 
occurred, the deans consulted very heavily with their faculty,
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certainly the faculty leaders in the college, the chairs, or the 
executive committee of the colleges and they worked together to 
determine what the, how the rescissions would be handled 
internal to the colleges.
I don’t know exactly how the vice chancellor for student affairs 
handled it. I’m sure he was consultative to a degree, but he also 
knew that he had to make the decisions. And the, the, the whole 
emphasis on consultation and shared governance is so much 
more on the academic affairs side...
The CAO at one of the medium-to-large-size institutions was asked this 
question about the role of administrators in responding to changes in state 
appropriations and responded:
Well it starts obviously with the president, but, you know, it 
doesn’t end there, the other three vice presidents who have been 
here for many, many years were very supportive, or, or 
recognized that it, the changes had to be basically hold, at the 
academic side, as harmless as possible. So I gave them great 
credit within...
And then going to these “who made the final decisions,” well, 
obviously, you know, the Board of Trustees and the president. I 
mean, that’s where the responsibility is but I think actually, what, 
what I’m trying to suggest is that it’s a very inclusive process and 
also, quite frankly, a lengthy process.
At another of the medium-to-large-size institutions, the chancellor 
redirected money and formed an advisory budget committee. The vice 
chancellor for institutional advancement at this institution became more 
aggressive at soliciting gifts in response to the decreases in state 
appropriations.
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At a third medium-to-large-size institution, the CAO simply reported that 
“the administrators had primary responsibility given the way things were coming 
out.” Only one CAO clearly described who made the final decision about what 
changes were made in response to decreases in state appropriations. The 
CAO at one of the medium-to-large-size institutions reported that the president 
made the final decisions.
Shared Governance
In addition to describing the role of administrators in responding to 
decreases in state-appropriated funds, four of the CAOs described other 
groups or individuals who played a role in determining what changes were 
made when state appropriations were decreased. At one of the small 
institutions the CAO reported:
We kept the Faculty Senate informed, we kept the Student 
Senate informed and we informed Civil Service Senate, I think. I 
don’t remember all the details at this point. But it was more like 
informational where we were headed. So, we also had all, all 
faculty and staff meetings, a number of those where we 
announced where we were going with this too. And we were 
seeing some suggestions from there in addition to what came up 
from the colleges and other units.
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Further, this CAO went on to describe that the Board of Trustees got 
recommendations from the administrators for their approval. According to this 
CAO:
They [the Board] relied on us to bring to them the best possible 
plan that we had to meet these budget cutbacks. But it ended in 
our final, the administration’s final recommendations to the Board, 
to the Finance Committee that reviewed them in detail and then 
made recommendations to the full board which adopted them.
At the other small institution, the CAO reported that the administrators 
attempted to involve the advisory “campus planning and budgeting committee.” 
Further, the CAO reported that “it’s, it is difficult in the end, though, the 
decisions have to be made by the administrators.” And “at the vice chancellor 
level, they [campus operations] participated in discussion about how much 
should be absorbed by different units.”
At one medium-to-large-size institution, the CAO reported that 
“everybody was brought into the process; it wasn’t sort of this fiat from on high.” 
The CAO reported:
We have about 2,200 employees on campus, about 1,000 faculty 
and so, roughly 1,200 and they are all involved in Co-AP, which is 
the Council of Academic Professionals, or civil service. So, in 
each of these groups, whether it was the strategic plan or whether 
it was explaining why we were reallocating dollars, they were not 
just involved, but they were at the table.
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When describing the role that other groups played in determining what 
changes were made, the CAO at one medium-to-large-size institution stated:
That budget committee...wasn’t a body that was going to be 
terribly effective at making thoughtful decisions about budgeting. 
So we used it as an information resource and as a sounding 
board. So, [the Board of Trustees] was also a party to what was 
going on and when their approvals were requested statutorily.
We would give them all the background information so that they 
understood why they were being asked these things, as well as 
keeping them informed. We were also trying to use them to try to 
help with the political processes slowing down some of us...using 
them to help be advocates for the institution, which is another role 
of the Board.
The CAO at another medium-to-large-size institution described the role 
of other vice presidents and the Faculty Senate at the institution in determining 
what changes were made by saying:
The other three vice presidents who have been here for many, 
many years were very supportive or, or recognized that it, the 
changes had to be basically hold, at the academic side, as 
harmless as possible. So I gave them great credit. Within their 
divisions, you know, as positions opened up they didn’t fill them or 
they sort of, you know, merged a couple positions together. So 
they were very supportive. Faculty Senate played a key role, but 
again they played a key role primarily though the strategic 
planning process and identifying and supporting those values and 
then recognizing that, indeed you know the values were coming, 
coming around and becoming part of the fabric.
No information was obtained about which groups or individuals were 
considered key players in proposing or enacting changes. The CAO of one
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medium-to-large-size institution did report that Student Affairs and the Division 
of External Relations were not key players in determining which changes would 
be made. The CAO’s reasoning was that
Student Affairs has less than a million dollars of state money. But 
in terms of state dollars and state general fund monies, they get a 
spit in the bucket, so they’re not a big player in it. The Division of 
External Relations, their whole budget is about 2 million, [so 
they’re not a big player in it].
Decision-Making Processes: Prioritizing and Parameters
Several CAOs described how the final decisions were made. The same 
CAO who clearly indicated that the president made the final decision stated:
Frequently [the president] would ask me [the provost] to go off 
and figure out how to do it. So, when it came to general-fund 
budget decisions, frequently the president starts out that “you two 
figure it out.” And I happen to have a very good relationship with 
the business affairs vice president. And he and I would get, we’d 
know the assignment, “ok, you know, here are the parameters, 
now sort of figure out the details.” And then he and I would get 
together and then we’d bring it back and [inaudible] it look’s like 
this is the way it’s going to work and then we’d talk about it.
The CAO at one of the small institutions gave a fairly thick description of 
the decision-making process by stating:
We worked throughout the process because we had a dollar 
amount that we were looking at based on what IBHE and the 
governor’s office had put out. So, we just, I think the budget
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office may have done it, maybe I did it, I don’t remember now, but 
we determined how much needed to be cut from each college.
We took, we recognized the fact, and this is something you’d find 
in the ...oh, they used to call it cut-back management and I used 
to teach a course, some course sections in that at least. And 
what you don’t do is, you don’t, it’s not the best thing to do 
across-the-board cuts, what..., what you do to really make sure 
your program keeps moving as much as it can is to prioritize so 
some areas may get cut more than others. So, we did not take 
across-the-board cuts. It would have been easy to say “Okay, 
we’ve lost 5%, everybody gotta cut 5%.” We didn’t do that. We 
asked each area to meet certain dollar and percentage goals but 
we then prioritized on top of that based on whether or not they 
were good budget managers. Another thing that you find in cut­
back management is that those who manage programs very well 
don’t have much to cut, so if you do an across-the-board cut, they 
get hurt worse than those who have slush funds, so to speak.
So what we did was to prioritize and we cut less those areas that 
had managed very well, as to not to disadvantage them. And the 
cabinet met, the entire cabinet, the process was that we had sort 
of hearings with each of the deans and other unit heads. And we 
determined from what their brief presentations were their priorities 
and the things that the university needed to do; we would cut 
more or less based on meeting these priorities as much as we 
could, even within meeting the overall percentage, and I forget 
what the percentage was now, I think overall we lost about eight 
and one-half million dollars during that period of time. But, but the 
other thing we did was that...we started planning ahead in that we 
had one budget meeting to cut back, I think it was March 2002. 
We not only planned for that year, we planned for anticipated cuts 
for the next year or two. So we never again actually had another 
meeting to cut back. We had already allowed for future cut-backs.
Further, this CAO stated:
My perspective was not to get involved in micromanagement.
And implicit in what I requested from the deans was that they do 
the same thing with programs, divisions, and I would assume that
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that is what happened, that they would have asked, and I know in 
fact that they did ask for program priorities, or at least divisional 
priorities as well. So, what they presented would have been 
discussed with division heads, division faculty presumably, and 
that would have been accounted for in terms of the college 
priorities being reflected, well reflecting divisional and program 
priorities as well.
Three of the CAOs, one from a small institution and two from medium-to- 
large-size institutions, described the timeline for making and implementing 
changes in response to decreased state appropriations. The CAO from a small 
institution detailed the timeline as follows:
By the fall of 2..., but by the fall of 2001 we already knew that 
there was big trouble on the horizon and that was the year of the 
rescissions. So, and, and it was a pending rescission in the fall 
and funds were set aside to cover the pending rescission. And 
then, almost simultaneously I would say, people around the state, 
and we included, knew that we would have to start planning for a 
budget reduction in, in addition to the budget rescission, a budget 
reduction for the next year. And the planning for that started in 
earnest I would say almost at the same time that the rescission 
went into effect, January, February. We were working with 
budget scenarios, and, and we continued to work with reduction 
scenarios all through the spring.
One of the CAOs from a medium-to-large-size institution stated:
It was the first year of [the governor’s] term. And on about March 
he declared that everybody will return 8% to the state coffers. 
You know when you get to March in an environment that is 
people-driven and everyone has their contract for the year, there 
isn’t 8% anywhere around.
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The CAO from one of the other medium-to-large-size institutions 
responded more succinctly: “The timeline was when the governor said you’re 
gonna give back 2%. It’s as simple as that.”
Taken together, the CAOs described the internal institutional 
influences over change. The influence of key decision makers, shared 
governance groups, and institutional decision-making processes shaped 
the responses of individual institutions to decreased appropriations. The 
examples of each of these three internal institutional influences are 
summarized in Table 7.
Implementation of Change: External Pressures
The following questions were used to elicit information from the CAOs 
about the implementation of changes at their institutions in response to the 
decreases in state appropriations:
1. Were any of the changes things you had considered before the budget
crises? Which ones? Why had they not been implemented before?
2. What pressures from state, federal, or accrediting agencies for 
accountability had an impact on the decisions of which changes to 
implement?
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Table 7
Implementation of Change: Internal Institutional Influences
Type of Influence Example
Decision Makers Deans and unit heads
President/Chancellor
President’s Council (upper-level 
administrators)
Board of Trustees




Other groups and committees
Shared Governance Faculty Senate
(continued on following page)
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Table 7 (continued)







3. Which of the changes, if any, have proven difficult to implement? Why?
4. Which of the changes, if any, have proven to be particularly easy to 
implement? Why?
None of the CAOs addressed the topic of changes that might have been 
considered before the budget crisis.
Accountability. Accessibility, and Accreditation
One of the CAOs mentioned pressures from federal agencies for 
accountability as having an impact on decisions about changes to implement 
during this period of decreased state appropriations. Three of the CAOs, two
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from small institutions and one from a medium-to-large-size institution, 
discussed pressures from state or accrediting agencies for accountability and 
the impact these pressures had on decisions about which changes to 
implement. At one small institution, the CAO described how a goal to get all 
programs accredited created a budget priority by saying:
We prioritized some areas and we had to cut some other areas, 
more that just the percentage of the cuts because we had certain 
goals in mind that we wanted to meet. And, in fact, they were 
met. All programs are now accredited for the maximum term. But 
we kept that in mind even with the cuts that were mandated.
The CAO from the other small institution also mentioned how
considerations about accreditation of programs impacted responses to
decreased state appropriations. The CAO said:
At the same time that all of this was going on with budget 
reductions there’s still the unremitting pressure from the 
disciplinary accrediting agencies to provide the staffing that they 
deem to be appropriate to have an accredited program in 
whatever it would be, ...I mean, each of these professional or 
disciplinary accrediting organizations has its demands that they 
make. So, a constraint on, you know, being able to make changes 
is the desire to maintain the accreditations, that’s just a reality. 
Well, we have a, yeah, we have a program that we’re seeking to 
have accredited and it’s an institutional commitment to get it 
accredited. So, budget cuts or not, w e ’re providing the resources. 
Now during the worst year of this we did do a delay in hiring there 
and it has had consequences in terms of our relation with the 
accrediting organization. That is, now they’re saying, “Well, what 
gives here?” But I’m hoping we can, we’re through that now, and 
we’re on a better path after that because we have in the last year 
made a substantial investment in that area at, again, at a cost to
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the campus as a whole. Because the way it works out is if, if the, 
if the institution is going to make a commitment to get a certain 
area accredited and you’re not getting any more resources for 
doing it then it has to come from somewhere. So, I don’t know 
how widely known it is to the faculty in other colleges about the 
degree in which we are collectively helping this one area become 
accredited.
When describing pressures from the state for accountability, these two 
CAOs from small institutions also mentioned “we had to keep in mind that the 
state was cutting back on the MAP [Monetary Assistance Program] program,” 
and “we’ve been under intense pressure since the early 1990s with the [state] 
PQP [Priorities, Quality, and Productivity Initiatives] program.”
One CAO at a medium-to-large-size institution mentioned accountability 
pressures from specialized accrediting agencies and the state as having an 
impact on the changes that were implemented in response to decreased state 
appropriations.
I mean, it wasn’t so much accountability but rather if you want to 
maintain your accreditation, which we all do, so, once again, 
you’ve gotta reallocate dollars from elsewhere. Luckily there are, 
you know, professions where a senior faculty member retires, say 
for example, I’m just picking History, and you could hire someone 
at a lower level because that’s just the market demands. We had, 
for example, in Economics this year, we had one position open. 
There were 300 and some-odd apps for one position, so you were 
able to do that. So, but again, it requires that dean, I’m not going 
to use the word “be willing,” but understand why the variance 
between what they hired at or what they used to have now have 
to go elsewhere. But, you’re right, the accountability to maintain
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those accreditations is very important. The dollars are just not 
around.
At the same time, we’re getting increased demands for programs. 
So, again, going back to your point, pressures from the state, 
yeah, they keep saying do more and more and more and, by the 
way, we’ll give you these dollars, but they’ve released no money. 
So...
The same CAO described the federal-level changes which impacted the 
institution’s responses to decreased state appropriations:
The amount of money that’s going to state, to scholarship funds 
and Pell Grants and all [inaudible] and at the same time the costs 
to the students are increasing, so there is a gap. And, you know, 
how do you manage that gap? That’s, you know, we’re all in the 
same boat from that perspective. We have been much more 
aggressive about going out and through our development office 
getting scholarship dollars and working on those sorts of things 
but it’s..., that takes a long time to build it. You know, as you 
know, I mean, if, take a mythical dollar; if you get a dollar and it’s 
in a fund, you can only take five cents every year, and so that you 
keep growing it, so it’s sort of a, you know, losing game, so we’ve 
had to again reallocate dollars that we did not have or reallocate 
dollars that we would have used for something else to support the 
fact that the feds are, are lowering the amount of money that, that 
we get.
Credibility with Constituents: Students and Staff
The CAOs were asked to discuss which of the changes had been 
particularly hard to implement. The CAO at one small institution responded to
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this by stating, “There’s a lot of things I wish we hadn’t had to cut.” The CAO 
from the other small institution reported:
We didn’t receive any particular complaints about what people, 
faculty, staff, students, perceived us doing. Because we early on 
had a series of university-wide meetings to explain where we 
were headed and to explain what we were doing and why we 
were doing it.
However, the CAO went on to say:
The real problems were the ones we had to deal with, that is, how 
do you not fill a faculty position at the same time you’re trying to 
increase enrollment, or at least maintain enrollment. And we had 
criticism from students who couldn’t graduate on time, of course. 
Or students who couldn’t get into certain courses. So we had a 
lot of that. I, I would consider those to be very real problems 
because of the cutbacks and everything.
At one of the medium-to-large-size institutions, the CAO indicated “...we 
didn’t do layoffs; that would have been hard. That would have been really hard. 
Not hiring some people, that creates grumblings because somebody else is 
picking up more work.” At the other medium-to-large-size institution, the CAO 
stated:
...once w e built the credibility piece, you know, in term s of, of, as I 
said, a lot of these things I’ve talked about, the buy-in, the 
strategic planning process, accountability, then the changes 
became much easier because people recognized it wasn’t just 
change for change sake but rather to move toward a goal. So, 
the difficulty implementing had nothing to do with the change; it
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had to do with the fact that so much had not changed for scores 
of years that people were wondering, you know...
The CAOs were asked to describe any changes that were particularly 
easy, as well. Neither of the CAOs at the small institutions addressed this 
question; however, the three CAOs at medium-to-large-size facilities 
responded. Responses included:
In some ways, the easiest one is to raise tuition. It somewhat 
hurts the students, then we have to listen to the fallout, both from 
them, their parents, the government, so forth. So, in essence 
that’s easy. But in another sense, all of what we did was sort of 
equally easy...administratively you do them [the changes], I think 
we did a good enough job of explaining to the campus the nature 
of the challenge. Truth of the matter is, we didn’t have a lot of 
noise other than the usual, “Oh, woe is us,” sort of phenomenon 
on campus.
And another CAO stated, “We closed, I think, really, I thought some easy 
ones [programs].”
One of the CAOs at a medium-to-large-size institution described 
credibility as important to making some changes easier and provided an 
example:
The flipside of it, I meant, in terms of the, the credibility piece, it’s 
been very easy to implement once we got past that credibility 
what I would consider a huge change. Give you an example, 
that, the first year here we would do orientation literally the 
weekend of move-in. And Monday morning, classes would start. 
And it was like a frenzy...everybody wanted to go down to Wal-
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Mart to get their sheets. You know how that goes? And, and we 
looked around, and we said this is, you know, ... so, this, this past 
year we’ve started like every other institution and known 
university, a day and a half orientation during the summer. And it 
has gone smoothly, it has gone wonderfully, and people are, are 
beginning to say, hey, some things are good. So it was very easy 
to implement even though quite frankly it took hundreds of person 
hours to sort of, you know, change the way we did things. But 
once it happened, people were, were amenable to it and things 
like that...
In summary, the CAOs described four primary external pressures that 
were considered during the period when institutions were implementing 
changes in response to decreased state appropriations. These external 
pressures were accountability issues, accessibility issues, accreditation issues, 
and credibility issues with students and staff.
Impact of Change
The following questions were used to elicit information from the CAOs 
about the impact of changes made at their institutions in response to the 
decreases in state appropriations:
1. What short-term impact and long-term impact, if any, do you perceive 
that these actions had on students’ access to the institution’s academic 
programs? Why?
2. What short-term impact and long-term impact, if any, do you perceive 
that these actions had on your institution’s academic programs? Why?
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3. What short-term impact and long-term impact, if any, do you perceive
that these actions had on the campus infrastructure? Why?
4. What short-term impact and long-term impact, if any, do you perceive
that these actions had on the morale of students, staff, faculty, and 
administration? Why?
5. What short-term impact and long-term impact, if any, do you perceive
that these actions had on the public’s perception of the university? 
Why?
Access
Four of the five CAOs described the impact that the institutions’ 
responses had on students’ access to academic programs. One of the CAOs 
from a small institution said:
We tried to minimize it as much as we could by combining 
courses, by only cutting out courses that had very low enrollment. 
But, you would have some very low-enrollment courses that were 
required courses for graduation. So, we tried to handle that with 
tutorials where that was possible, or a combination. But the fact of 
the matter is, we had to cut back on the number of times certain 
courses were given. And substantially. But again we tried to let 
the deans and the division chairs determ ine which courses to 
space out more, which to cut back, feeling that they knew more 
about how it would affect the students than we did. Which I think 
was true, but we still had problems.
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The CAO at the other small institution described how the changes at the 
institution affected student access. The CAO said, “Certain kinds of support 
functions related to administrative processes that, they’re just not what they 
used to be,” and:
We’re still working on trying to build up the staffing in the 
admissions area and the, rec., registration and records and 
financial aid, trying to build that back up after the cuts that they 
took....The main thing I would point to is highly overstressed 
remaining staff. That is, because at a small place like this, you 
still, there are so many functions you still have to carry out. And 
so it falls to people who are already doing their full-time job and 
then they, they do more.
The CAO at one medium-to-large-size institution said:
We have raised our admission standards and why, why have we 
done that? As I said, number one is that I truly believe people 
value a scarce resource for quality and that’s number one. And, 
and, number two is the fact that our goal, my goal, all of our 
goals, is not to admit students but rather to graduate students. 
And retention rates have become hugely important.
Affordability
One CAO at a medium-to-large-size institution commented:
The effect [of raising tuition] on students is that they have to take 
out more financial aid, they have to take out a heavier loan, their 
parents have to take out heavier loans. But it’s a public policy 
shift...they haven’t really had a whole lot of choice and we haven’t 
had a whole lot of choice in going along with it...
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And the same CAO described how affordability and access to education
are related by saying:
We have raised our admission standards and why, why have we 
done that? As I said, number one is that I truly believe people 
value a scarce resource for quality and that’s number one. And, 
and, number two is the fact that our goal, my goal, all of our 
goals, is not to admit students but rather to graduate students. 
And retention rates have become hugely important.
Academic Programs
Four CAOs commented on the impact of the changes at their institutions 
on academic programs. Two CAOs, one from a small institution and one from 
a medium-to-large-size institution, reported that faculty workloads seemed to 
increase, primarily as a result of increasing class sizes. Both these CAOs 
expressed the feeling that there was no change in the quality of the academic 
programs, however. Faculty were reported to:
...bemoan the fact that their work load seems to go up because 
they have more students. Truth of the matter, it goes up and then 
it starts to erode again until I [the CAO] scream that I got to have 
more savings and then it goes back up again. So those are the 
kinds of subtle effects on the academic programs.
Likewise at the other institution, a small institution:
Some faculty have to work more because they had more in class, 
they may have had to teach more, they may not have had, or they
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don’t have in some areas still as many faculty. So the faculty- 
student ratio is still affected. But I think that, from my perception 
at least, people kind of made up for that, though, with their 
commitment. And I don’t sense any overall decrease in quality.
At two of the other medium-to-large-size institutions, the CAOs talked 
about “changing the mix of programs that we offer,” including building on the 
areas of distinctiveness and being a “little bit thinner in some of our offices than 
I [the CAO] would like to be.”
Infrastructure
Three of the five CAOs described the impact that the institutions’ 
responses had on the campus infrastructure. One of the CAOs from a small 
institution talked about “letting things go more.” The CAO elaborated by 
saying:
So you see things like crumbling infrastructure, leaks in the 
[name] Arts Center, crumbling concrete over by student affairs 
area, on the outside, and I don’t know what else they did. I mean, 
buildings got cleaned less, waste baskets got emptied less 
frequently, vacuuming took place less frequently.
One of the CAOs at a medium-to-large-size institution talked about 
buildings not being cleaned as often. At another medium-to-large-size 
institution the CAO described deferring maintenance.
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Morale
Four of the CAOs had comments about the effect of changes at their 
institutions on morale. One of the CAOs at a small institution shared the 
following insight: “I think that the cuts forced us to be much more aware of the 
necessity for, how shall I say it, political action.” Two of the CAOs, one at a 
small institution and one at a medium-to-large-size institution, joked about 
morale. One said, “Faculty morale is always at an all-time low.” The other 
stated, “My glib answer is that faculty morale has been going down since the 
time of Aristotle.” At one of the medium-to-large-size institutions the CAO 
stated, “So, by and large, the morale is, is, is very good. Student, staff, faculty 
to students....” This sentiment was echoed by a CAO at another medium-to- 
large-size institution who said, “ ...the faculty morale has held up pretty well.”
Public Perception
Last, two of the CAOs addressed the impact of changes at the institution 
on the public’s perception of the university. At one of the medium-to-large-size 
institutions, the CAO stated:
The one major effect on the community was when they delayed 
the rebuild of our endowed fine arts center, a $46 million project 
for three years because the governor froze it and then he 
released it, but bits didn’t come in and it was frozen again, and 
then it was supposedly released but it took nine months to get
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released and then we had to re-bid it, so yada, yada, yada. That 
was a huge amount of new employment in our community that 
wasn’t happening. ...The biggest effect on the community, 
although it was unrelated to the financial challenges, is the 
enrollment increases we’ve seen, which has been a boom for the 
community.
The CAO at one of the small institutions shared the following insight 
about the public’s perception: “The public perception was pretty well formed on 
what the governor said about the public universities, that is, that there’s all 
kinds of waste, bloated administration, and that the universities are not using 
their monies wisely, and they’re raising tuition, too.”
The impact of the decreased state appropriations during fiscal years 
2001 to 2004 on access, affordability, academic programs, campus 
infrastructure, morale, and public perception is summarized in Table 8.
Summary of Trends from Interviews
During the interviews the five respondents described a large variety of 
changes that their institutions made in response to decreased state 
appropriations during Fiscal Years 2001 to 2004. The changes, by and large, 
resulted from a shared decision-making process between faculty and 
administrators. The timeline to develop responses was very short, in most 
cases, and created issues of student accessibility to coursework, accreditation
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Table 8
Impact of External Pressures and Internal Institutional Influences
Element Impact
Access Decreased availability of courses
Increased academic standards
Cuts in support staff (admissions, registrar, etc.)
Affordability Tuition increases 
New/increased fees
Academic Programs Increased faculty workload 
Printing
Infrastructure Deferred maintenance 
Reduced building/janitorial services
Morale Increased political activity of employees 
Reduced morale
Public Perception Im pact on local economy  
Perception of waste in university
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of programs, management of faculty and programs, and in one institution, 
elimination of a program. The respondents spoke of sharing information about 
the situation of decreased state appropriations and institutional responses with 
constituents in an effort to maintain morale. The external public was rarely 
made aware of the institutions’ issues, although decline in the campuses’ 
infrastructure was often a visible example of institutions’ responses to 
decreased appropriations.
The qualitative component of this study, which relied on interviews of 
CAOs, yielded a rich description of the changes which occurred at institutions 
in response to decreased state appropriations. CAOs spoke of the forces 
external to the institutions which helped shape the institutions’ responses, the 
internal influences that considered the external pressures and then created 
responses that impacted access to educational offerings, affordability of higher 
education, academic programs, campus infrastructure, morale of faculty and 
staff, and public perception of the institutions.
Taken together, the qualitative components of this study helped to form 
a model of the impact of external pressures on public higher education 
institutions responding to decreased state appropriations. When state 
appropriations were decreased, institutions could not continue on complacently, 
but rather were placed in a position where a response was required. Four 
primary extra-institutional pressures (accountability, accessibility, accreditation,
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and credibility with constituents) created a need for a response from the 
institutions. The responses of the institutions to these pressures were crafted 
through the internal influences of decision makers, decision-making processes, 
and shared governance processes of the institutions. The responses of the 
institutions created changes in access, affordability, academic programs, 
infrastructure, morale, and public perception of the public higher education 
institutions in Illinois. The interplay among the external pressures, internal 
institutional influences, and the spheres of impact is presented in Figure 1.

























Figure 1. The Impact of External Pressures on Public Higher Education 
Institutions Responding to Decreased State Appropriations.




The purpose of this study was to report and analyze responses of the 
twelve Illinois public universities to the state budget crisis that developed in 
2001. As a result of this crisis, appropriations to the institutions were 
decreased. This study analyzed the responses institutions made and the 
effects on stakeholders (students, staff, faculty, administrators, trustees, and 
the public), administrative/management and governance processes, as well as 
campus physical plants. A model of the impact of external pressures on public 
higher education institutions responding to decreased state appropriations was 
developed. In this chapter answers to each of the six research questions are 
discussed, implications for policy research and practice are provided, and 
recommendations for future research are presented.
Research Question One: Patterns of Change
The first research question posed in this study was, “What patterns of 
change occurred in state appropriations, enrollment, and tuition at the 12 public 
higher education institutions in Illinois during 2001-2004?” This question was 
addressed in both the qualitative and quantitative components of this study.
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During the period FY 2002 -  FY 2004, all twelve Illinois public higher 
education/four-year universities experienced a net decrease in state 
appropriations and a net increase in in-state, full-time, undergraduate tuition 
and required fees. Seven of twelve institutions experienced a net increase in 
total enrollment (headcount), one experienced no change, and four experienced 
a net decrease in enrollment of less than 3.6%.
In response to the decreases in state appropriations, the reserving of 
previously appropriated funds, and rescission of funds, the five public higher 
education institutions studied in the qualitative component of this investigation 
made many changes. Given that the number of changes ranged from 6 to 18 at 
any of the five institutions, it could be said that the decrease in state 
appropriations was a stimulus for creative change at these institutions.
Changes included strategies to decrease expenses such as travel, 
administrative costs, janitorial and groundskeeping expenses, as well as to 
increase revenues, particularly those from tuition and fees. Development 
activities were also increased as a strategy to enhance the funds available to 
the institution.
In one way or another, each of the five CAOs interviewed for the 
qualitative component of this investigation talked about trying to “protect the 
academic side” from cuts in funding. While this may have been the most politic 
approach vis a vis internal and external constituents, it also points to the CAOs’
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likely assumptions that decreased resources in academic areas negatively 
affect the quality of education while decreased resources in other areas are not 
likely to adversely affect educational quality, at least in the short term, during a 
time of fiscal downturns.
In several cases, the CAOs used the term “restructure” to describe 
specific changes, such as restructuring of tuition, colleges, the summer 
schedule, or a specific program. Often, they described changes to 
management of a specific aspect of the academic administrative process such 
as course management, enrollment management, or management of faculty 
positions. The description of the changes as “restructuring” or “changes in 
management” suggest that the changes in some areas were designed to be 
fundamental and far-reaching. Given these types of descriptions and the fact 
that none of the CAOs described “across-the-board” changes further suggests 
that the changes institutions implemented in response to decreased state 
appropriations were thoughtfully considered and not arbitrary. Also, given that 
changes were made by restructuring or by changing management processes, 
the changes are more likely to be enduring and have a longer term impact on 
the institution.
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Research Question Two:
Actions of CAOs and Factors Influencing Their Actions
Despite extremely short timelines for responding to gubernatorial 
directives to reallocate or return funds to the state and their ascribed 
responsibility for decision making about funding, the CAOs described several 
instances of involving individuals other than administrators in the decisions 
when faced with changes in state appropriations. CAOs talked about trying to 
“do the least damage” and informing others about the rapidly changing fiscal 
picture. They spoke of meetings with faculty leaders and deans as well as 
involvement of student and civil service employee senates and trustees. New 
groups, including a Presidents’ Council of the public institution presidents and 
one institution’s Budget and Planning Task Force comprised of faculty, 
administrators, students, and staff, were established to provide input during this 
period of decreased state appropriations. These new groups, if sustained, 
could provide structures and models for future intra-institutional and inter- 
institutional discussions and decisions about major administrative, fiscal, or 
policy issues.
Research Question Three:
Patterns of Responses and Relationship to Institutional Factors
The third research question posed in this study was, “What patterns of 
responses, if any, did chief academic officers (CAOs) make, and do the
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patterns correlate with institutional factors such as number of undergraduate 
students or location?” This question was addressed in both the qualitative and 
quantitative components of this study.
The types of changes implemented by Illinois public four-year/upper 
division institutions in 2001-2004 in response to decreased state appropriations, 
the reserving of previously appropriated funds, and rescission of funds 
appeared to be similar regardless of size of enrollment. Cumulatively during the 
years studied, small, medium, and large-size institutions raised tuition by similar 
magnitudes. Small institutions cumulatively raised tuition an average of 37%, 
medium-size institutions an average of 32%, and large institutions an average 
of 32%.
The changes the different-size institutions made to their institutional 
support, academic support, student services, and physical plant operation and 
maintenance budgets can also be compared. However, because data were not 
reported for the budget of Chicago State University in these four areas for 
several years, the reliability of the comparisons for the small universities may be 
affected.
The Institutional Support budget was decreased comparably at small, 
medium, and large institutions with small and medium institutions decreasing 
their budgets cumulatively in Fiscal Years 2003, 2004, and 2005 by an average
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of 18%. Large institutions saw a cumulative decrease of 14% on average 
during the same period.
Over Fiscal Years 2003, 2004, and 2005, the Academic Support budget 
was cumulatively decreased at small institutions an average of 18%; at 
medium-size institutions 22% on average, and at large institutions an average 
of 27%.
There was much more difference between small, medium, and large 
institutions in the cumulative average change in their Student Services budget 
in Fiscal Years 2003, 2004, and 2005. While the two small institutions which 
reported (GSU and UIS) indicated cumulative decreases of 61% and 18% 
respectively (average decrease of 40%), the mean cumulative decrease in the 
Student Services budget at the medium-size institutions was 11%. On the other 
hand, the large institutions saw a cumulative increase of 2% on average during 
the same period.
Over Fiscal Years 2003, 2004, and 2005, the Physical Plant Operation 
and Maintenance budget was cumulatively decreased at small institutions an 
average of .7%; at medium-size institutions .5% on average, and at large 
institutions an average of 10%. This is indicative of a significant difference 
between large institutions and medium-size or small institutions in the amount 
of decrease of the budget for operation and maintenance of the physical plant.
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In Fiscal Years 2003, 2004, and 2005 one of the three small institutions 
experienced cumulative decline in its budgets for institutional support, academic 
support, student services, and physical plant operation and maintenance. Two 
medium-size and two large institutions also sustained cumulative decline in this 
period in budgets in each of these four areas. Institution size, therefore, did not 
appear to be related to cumulative decline in budgets in these four areas.
Qualitative data were gathered from two of three small, two of four 
medium-size, and one of five large institutions. The responses the CAOs from 
the two small institutions made during interviews were generally different from 
each other. Likewise, there was little overlap in the interview responses of the 
CAOs at the three medium-to-large-size institutions. The low rate of 
participation of CAOs from large institutions makes it difficult to generalize any 
findings to the group of institutions with the highest enrollment. Overall, there 
was no generalizable pattern of qualitative responses from CAOs at like-size 
institutions.
The responses of the institutions can also be analyzed by the institutions’ 
Carnegie classification as well as by size of enrollment. Institutions classified 
as Master’s L: Master’s Colleges and Universities (larger programs), RUH: 
Research Universities (high research activity), or Doctoral institutions appeared 
to cumulatively raise tuition different magnitudes. Master’s L (N=7) raised 
tuition a cumulative 43%; Research institutions (N=4) raised tuition a cumulative
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34%, and the single institution classified as DRU: Doctoral/Research University 
raised tuition 25%.
From the perspective of the Carnegie classifications of the institutions, 
four of seven Master’s L: Master’s Colleges and Universities (larger programs) 
participated in the qualitative component of this investigation; only one of four 
institutions with a Carnegie classification of RUH: Research Universities (high 
research activity) participated. The lack of participation of the CAO from the 
single DRU: Doctoral/Research University means no conclusions can be made 
about this category of institution. Overall, there was no discernable systematic 
difference in the qualitative responses of the four CAOs from Master’s L 
institutions and the one CAO from an institution in the Research classification.
Research Question Four:
Short-Term Impact on Access, Affordability, Academic Programs, 
Infrastructure, Morale, and Public Perception
The fourth research question posed in this study was, “What is the 
perceived short-term impact of these actions [of CAOs in 2001-2004 in 
response to budgetary crises] on the institutions’ academic programs?” This 
question was addressed in the qualitative component of this study. In addition 
to describing the impact of actions on academic programs, the CAOs described 
the impact on other areas, including access to courses, affordability of higher
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education, campus infrastructure, morale of faculty and staff, and public 
perception of the university.
Decreases in state appropriations to Illinois public universities in 2001- 
2004 led to a variety of responses by the 12 Illinois public universities. These 
responses led to changes which created short-term direct and indirect impacts. 
Impacts were considered to be short-term if they were evident the same fiscal 
year as changes were implemented.
Based solely on an analysis of the intensity and frequency of five CAOs’ 
comments about certain changes and considering how financial resources are 
used to provide services or purchase goods for higher education settings, the 
researcher characterized the short-term impact of the responses made by the 
institutions as indicated in Table 9.
The short-term impact on academic programs and morale is judged to be 
minimally negative while the short-term impact on access, affordability, 
infrastructure, and public perception is judged to be moderately negative. The 
short-term impact of the changes on student access is characterized as 
moderate and negative because of the suggestion in the qualitative interviews 
of decreases in course availability and elimination of certain programs.
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Table 9
Magnitude and Type of Short-term Impact of University Responses on Access. 
Affordability, Academic Programs. Infrastructure. Morale, and Public Perception
Magnitude of 
short-term impact




Academic Programs Minimal Negative
Infrastructure Moderate Negative
Morale Minimal Negative
Public Perception Moderate Negative
The short-term impact of the changes on affordability of higher education 
is characterized as moderate and negative because of significant increases in 
tuition and reguired/new fees. The short-term impact of the changes on 
academic programs is characterized as minimal and negative because of 
changes to faculty mix, the mix of programs at some institutions, and the 
restructuring of colleges and departments.
The short-term impact of the changes on campus infrastructure is 
characterized as moderate and negative because of the several comments
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
120
about day-to-day housekeeping and maintenance services being decreased. 
Further, several CAOs described repairs to buildings which were deferred 
during the period when state appropriations were decreasing.
The short-term impact of the changes on morale is characterized as 
minimal and negative because of several CAOs’ comments about faculty and 
students. With the exception of one comment about complaints from students 
about required courses being eliminated, the CAOs were generally glib about 
faculty morale, jokingly responding that “faculty morale has been going down 
since the time of Aristotle.” The short-term impact of the changes on the 
public’s perception of the university is characterized as moderate and negative 
because of the significant increases in tuition and the prediction that 
stakeholders will attribute “blame” for the increases to the institutions.
Research Question Five:
Long-Term Impact on Access, Affordability, Academic Programs, 
Infrastructure, Morale, and Public Perception
The fifth research question posed in this study was, “What is the 
perceived long-term impact of these actions [of CAOs in 2001-2004 in response 
to budgetary crises] on the institutions’ academic programs?” Long-term 
changes were those likely to persist in subsequent fiscal years or not be evident 
until much later after change was initiated.
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Based solely on an analysis of the intensity and frequency of five CAOs’ 
comments about certain changes and considering how financial resources are 
used to provide services or purchase goods for higher education settings, the 
researcher characterized the magnitude and type of the long-term impact on 
academic programs as negligible. On the other hand, the magnitude and type 
of long-term impact on access, affordability, infrastructure, morale, and public 
perception was considered to be moderately negative. A summary of the 
magnitude and long-term impact of the responses made by the institutions on 
these aspects of the institution is indicated in Table 10.
Table 10
Magnitude and Type of Long-Term Impact of University Responses on Access, 
Affordability, Academic Programs, Infrastructure, Morale, and Public Perception
Magnitude of 
long-term impact




Academ ic Programs Negligible Negligible
Infrastructure Moderate Negative
Morale Moderate Negative
Public Perception Moderate Negative
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The long-term impact of the changes on students’ access is also 
characterized as moderate and negative because of the magnitude of increases 
in tuition which one CAO described would by absorbed by students’ parents 
taking out more loans.
The long-term impact of the changes on affordability of education at the 
public four-year/upper division institutions in Illinois is characterized as 
moderate and negative because of the magnitude of increases in tuition and 
fees during this period combined with cutbacks to the Monetary Assistance 
Program (MAP) described by one CAO.
The long-term impact on academic programs is likely negligible if the 
changes in access and affordability do not reverse themselves.
The potential for moderate negative long-term impact exists if more 
extensive maintenance is deferred.
The long-term impact on morale is predicted to be minimal and negative 
as the student body of 2001-2004 is replaced with other students, as faculty 
attrition occurs, and as all stakeholders accommodate to new scenarios.
The long-term impact of the changes on the public’s perception of the 
universities is likely to be moderate and negative, as well, because of the 
public’s lack of understanding of the complexities of higher education finance.
The predominant prediction of long-term negative impact on access, 
affordability, infrastructure, morale, and public perception as a result of this
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study in Illinois is consistent with the prediction of the higher education agency 
in Virginia that the appropriation reductions and gubernatorial cuts of 2002 
would most likely have a long-term negative impact on students, faculty, 
institutions, and communities in that state (State Council of Higher Education, 
2003).
Research Question Six:
Fit of Responses with Conceptual Framework
The sixth research question posed in this study was, “How do the 
responses of chief academic officers of public higher education institutions in 
Illinois fit Ramsey’s theory of university responsiveness?”
During the design of this study, Ramsey’s (1997) model was chosen 
because of its potential to predict university responses to a state-imposed wide- 
reaching change in policy. Ramsey’s theory of university responsiveness 
categorized responses of universities to school reform as systemically 
accommodating, nonaccommodating, or varying individually. The model was 
useful for its ability to broadly categorize the type of responses institutions made 
in this study. Because all the institutions in this study made one change in 
response to decreased state appropriations, namely, to increase tuition, it could 
be said that the institutions’ responses were systemically accommodating.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
124
From another perspective, the responses of universities in this study can 
be classified as reactionary and, by and large, varied individually, given the 
differences in the changes institutions made. Tuition increases notwithstanding, 
each institution developed a unique set of responses. No single system-wide 
changes of similar magnitude occurred, perhaps due to the varied missions of 
the institutions and their individual size, location, inputs, and academic 
offerings.
As all the data in this study, particularly the qualitative data, were 
analyzed, however, it became increasingly difficult to relate Ramsey’s 
framework to some of the detailed responses that emerged. It appeared that 
other frameworks might be more applicable to the results of this investigation, 
particularly those that looked at responses of academic institutions to financial 
constraints or crises that occurred in the past. At that point, the analyses was 
expanded to include additional models that looked at particular strategies for 
increasing revenue and controlling costs in academic institutions under fiscal 
constraints.
For instance, the data in this study yielded examples of each of El- 
Khawas’s (1994) four types of strategies for responding to fiscal constraints: 
expenditure control and budget management, changes in academic programs, 
increasing other sources of revenue, and redefining and reorganizing ways of 
doing business. Institutions in this study developed unique combinations of
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strategies in these four categories to respond to the decreased state 
appropriations in 2001-2004.
Most of the strategies used by institutions in this study appeared to fall in 
the categories of expenditure control/budget management and increasing other 
sources of revenue. The decrease in state appropriations, driven by 
gubernatorial and legislative actions, created significant responses by 
institutions to control expenditures such as those for institutional support, 
academic support, student services, and operation and maintenance of physical 
plant. Most of the changes occurred in the institutional support budgets. To the 
extent that institutions could reduce administrative expenses, including 
expenditures for faculty and staff without creating major short-term negative 
impact on access, affordability, academic programs, morale, and public 
perception, the institutions decreased these expenditures. All institutions used 
the strategy of increasing revenue, with the majority of the new revenue coming 
from increases in tuition.
None of the CAOs spoke of increasing revenue through private or public 
funding of research, in spite of the fact that each of the institutions was engaged 
in research activities. Because of the need to respond fairly rapidly, it appears 
the institutions used tuition increases as the quickest strategy to raise enough 
revenue to maintain as much stability in the institutions’ operations and 
outcomes as possible.
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The increased political activity of the institutions described by one of the 
CAOs in this study was consistent with findings of the State Council of Higher 
Education for Virginia (2003), which studied prevalent responses of higher 
education institutions to reductions of state appropriations during the same time 
period. Impacts of institutional responses which were found in both the study of 
Virginia institutions as well as this study of Illinois institutions included:
(a) Reductions in academic support services
(b) Fewer sections of classes
(c) Increased teaching load and larger class sizes
(d) Fewer resources for faculty professional development and conference 
travel
(e) Reductions in support staff and administrative support
(f) Increased dependence on adjunct faculty
Unlike the changes which occurred in Virginia when state appropriations 
were decreased, there was no direct evidence in this study that the Illinois 
institutions (a) decreased opportunities for student internships, study abroad, 
independent study, and research; (b) decreased library hours; or (c) curtailed 
participation in community outreach.
Key Conclusions
Public universities in Illinois, individually and collectively, were 
responsive to the gubernatorial and legislative actions which decreased state
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appropriations, reserved previously appropriated funds, and rescinded funds in 
FY 2003-2005. Each institution, in small or large part, shifted the cost of higher 
education to students through increases in tuition and fees, consistent with 
literature that indicates the most obvious, easiest, and likely source of 
significant revenue enhancement in times of recession or for institutions with 
scarce resources is increased tuition (Bloomfield, 1993; Callan, 2002; Reindl & 
Brower, 2001). All institutions systemically accommodated by increasing their 
reliance on tuition revenue.
The institutions’ responses varied individually in other areas, although 
the qualitative and quantitative data in this study points to the following types of 
changes:
(a) decreases in institutional support
(b) decreases in academic support
(c) decreases in student services
(d) decreases in physical plant operation and maintenance
(e) changes in operations
(f) changes in academic programs
(g) strategies to increase resources
The institutions used adaptation strategies described in the literature of 
organizational response to stress such as changing product lines, substituting 
technology for labor, and reducing fixed costs through such means as
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outsourcing and increasing the proportion of part-time and temporary personnel 
(Gumport, 2001). The institutions behaved consistent with the literature on 
decision making under conditions of scarce resources, which suggests that the 
strategies that an institution selects to cope with scarcity may reflect the 
management style of its president, may be determined by a highly participative 
campuswide process, or may be dictated simply by the magnitude of the fiscal 
crisis (Bloomfield, 1993).
The implementation of large increases in tuition as a response that 
enabled the institutions to raise revenue, coupled with smaller incremental 
decreases in a large number of areas of institutional operation and 
maintenance, allowed the institutions to maintain their missions without 
significant short-term impact. This approach was repeated at each of the 
institutions and represents a comprehensive approach to responding to 
decreased state appropriations. All other things being equal, this multifaceted 
approach could be considered by others in similar situations in the future.
The state of Illinois used the twelve public higher education institutions 
as sources to meet its financial obligations to social programs during 2001 to 
2004. These institutions served as a financial balance wheel for the state 
budget, consistent with the approach predicted by Hovey (1999).
There was evidence that the institutions had much latitude in the types of 
changes they enacted within the suggested constraints imposed on them. The
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responses of the twelve institutions were varied but appeared incremental 
rather than transformational. The incremental increases in tuition, however, 
appeared to be large in most instances, compared to changes in tuition during 
other periods.
Each institution studied in the qualitative component of this investigation 
described some level of involvement of individuals other than administrators on 
their respective campuses in the decision-making process when responding to 
decreases in state appropriations during 2001-2004. This approach to 
disseminating information widely to campus administrators, faculty, and staff 
may have helped moderate decreases in morale which might otherwise have 
occurred if information were not shared. Communication with students and 
public stakeholders, however, appears to have been limited and may have 
contributed to some of the concerns expressed by students.
Implications for Policy Research and Practice
During 2001 -  2004 when state revenues decreased, Governors Ryan 
and Blagojevich were able to shift a large portion of appropriated funds from 
public higher education to balance the state’s budget. Both governors were 
able to wield considerable power over the institutions’ appropriations because 
the institutions were not accustomed to fighting for state appropriations, caught 
with little warning that cuts and rescissions were coming, subject to short
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timelines, and lacked a strong coalition of the public university presidents or 
other stakeholders to contest the reductions and rescission.
The institutions and administrators involved in this period may have 
learned some long-lasting lessons about their strengths and weaknesses in 
dealing with budgetary issues. The influence of the Presidents’ Council, which 
was formed during this period and described by a CAO from one of the small 
institutions as a “decision maker,” will be important to study. This influence may 
be considerable, especially given the success that the Council had in “heading 
off...some very specific things...that were already in legislative proposals” 
during this period. Public university faculty, especially experts in the fields of 
educational and public administration, political science, health care, criminal 
justice, economics, and finance might work in concert with legislators, 
administrators of the institutions, and the public to develop new state budget 
structures and ultimately develop mutually beneficial outcomes for public higher 
education institutions as well as the citizens of the state. As the examples cited 
by the CAOs in this study illustrate, communication between administrators and 
faculty about institutional budgets can be used to inform faculty of reductions 
imposed by the state and help to prevent decreased morale.
This research also points to an opportunity to review the budget cycle for 
state appropriations to higher education institutions. In many ways the 
budgetary cycle is predominantly a yearly cycle in both the legislative and
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university arenas. The merits of longer term strategic budgeting might be 
considered to help decrease the potential, and sometimes real, volatility in 
funding the public institutions. Institutions and academic programs may be 
better able to plan if the cycle for budgeting state appropriations were multiyear 
rather than yearly. Another outcome of a multiyear budget cycle might be that 
responses to future fiscal crises might be more moderate if they could be 
absorbed over several years rather than within the course of a single budget 
year.
Although the guaranteed tuition legislation, enacted during this time of 
decreased state appropriations, may help decrease volatility in costs for 
students, it restricts institutions from implementing one of the major strategies 
used in 2001-2004 to raise revenue in the face of financial crisis. Limiting the 
ability of the institution to raise tuition for all students, rather than only entering 
freshmen, as the guaranteed tuition legislation does, may have a serious 
negative impact on institutions in the future. This legislation eliminates much of 
the flexibility institutions have to increase revenue through tuition when faced 
with decreased state appropriations or other major financial shortfalls.
If the institutions are not able to use the strategy of increasing tuition to 
face the next financial crisis, they may need to rely more heavily on strategies 
such as increasing fundraising or cutting expenses or access to courses. Given 
the long lead times required to increase revenue through fundraising, it is likely
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that, should a financial crisis of this magnitude occur again, institutions will have 
to use deep cost-cutting approaches such as elimination of faculty or staff, 
cancelling of classes, or elimination of programs in order to respond quickly to 
decreased state appropriations. These types of responses, then, would be 
predicted to have a greater impact on access to higher education; morale of 
faculty, staff, and students; and public perception. It may be wise for 
legislators, policy makers, and higher education administrators to evaluate the 
effectiveness of the guaranteed tuition legislation and its effect on institutions’ 
responsiveness to fiscal crises.
As the percentage of public university support from state appropriations 
decreases, the institutions would be well-served to investigate new models for 
support. The budget crisis described in this study may serve as the “writing on 
the wall” to the institutions to reform their support structure. Such a call heralds 
potentially exciting new possibilities on the one hand, but serious, extensive 
transformation on the other, coupled with the work of transforming assumptions 
about the “publicness” of public higher education. It may be in the best interest 
of the public institutions to build public awareness of crises like the one 
investigated in this study, given the links between state appropriations for 
higher education and support for public programs like corrections and Medicaid.
Helping all groups involved with public higher education institutions 
(trustees, administrators, faculty, staff, students) understand the political
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realities of state appropriations for higher education appears to be an important 
strategy for maintaining morale and “carrying on” with the enterprises of higher 
education obligated/implied by university catalogs and course syllabi and 
perpetuated by the academic calendar. Joint education efforts between 
educators/administrators and legislators to educate the citizens about the 
structural elements of higher education funding might pave the way for widely 
accepted changes in the way the State of Illinois meets its budgets and funds 
higher education at public universities.
Recommendations for Future Research
Because of the use of qualitative data from interviews, the external 
validity or generalizability of the findings presented here may be limited. 
However, the use of interview data allows a unique interpretation of the events 
of this period in Illinois higher education history to be presented. Further 
research might use these data to generate survey instruments with more 
closed-ended questions or interview guides for focus groups of other 
institutional stakeholders, such as chief financial officers, to gather perspectives 
in other ways from other groups.
In this study it was difficult to determine the impact of decreased state 
appropriations on academic programs at the public higher education institutions 
in Illinois. This difficulty was due, in part, to the fact that, although the
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magnitude of changes was often quantified, the effect on the quality of
academic outcomes was not described in quantitative or qualitative terms.
While there was much evidence that universities tried to minimize the direct
impact to academic programs when responding to the budget crisis by not
decreasing faculty, the effects on the quality of academic programs of other
variables such as increased class size, reductions in the frequency of course
offerings, and reduced campus administration might be studied. Questions
about the impact of declining campus infrastructure, deferred maintenance, and
decreased academic support on the quality of academic programs might also
be studied. As Bowen and Glenny (1980) concluded:
Considerations of educational quality should not be ignored just 
because we cannot give quality a simple or universal definition. It 
is a critical concept in higher education. We know that it is 
unlikely to be found in overcrowded classrooms, badly maintained 
buildings, fragmented course sequences, and stagnant faculty, all 
of which may result if campuses and districts cannot or do not 
prepare adequately for uncertainty, (p. vii)
And, in addition to threatening broad student access, diminished
government funding for public higher education has the potential to
undermine the quality of public education (Reindl & Brower, 2001).
The impact of decreased state appropriations on the institutions’
overall budgets during this period may have been offset to some degree
by increases in tuition, fees, and enrollment. This study did not attempt
to determine the net change in the institutions’ budgets considering these
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three factors taken together. Further studies may investigate this 
question.
Future research on university responsiveness to budgetary crises 
might also look to models from business or political science to help 
explain or predict the changes at institutions. In this study it was found 
that the original framework of universities’ responses to state-mandated 
curricular reforms was not sufficient to help explain or predict the 
behavior. This may have been because of differences in integrating a 
mandated reform into a university’s operations versus adjusting to 
mandated fiscal constraints under short timelines.
Conclusion
The financial status of the public higher education system in Illinois in 
2001-2004 was significantly influenced by the state’s revenue shortfalls and 
subsequent decreases in state appropriations. Two consecutive governors, 
one Republican and one Democrat, and the General Assembly were able to 
wield considerable influence over the state monies the universities received 
during this time period. This influence was wielded from the governors’ offices 
over the public institutions through a state agency, the Illinois Board of Higher 
Education. The twelve public higher institutions were responsive to the state
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budget crisis of 2001-2004, responded in timely manners, and, by qualitative 
reports from five small, medium, and large institutions, survived largely intact.
The changes which occurred at the institutions as a result of the budget 
crisis were categorized by the researcher as minimally to moderately negative 
in the short term. The long-term impact of the changes is unclear but predicted 
to be minimally to moderately negative as well if additional actions are not taken 
to reverse some of the changes made in 2001-2004.
Those directly involved in the state’s higher education institutions, seeing 
no widespread evidence of the collapse or decline of these long-established 
institutions, however, as a result of the crises described here, may have the 
expectation that the institutions can be nimble and continue to carry on long­
standing traditions and produce steady or increasingly more or better 
“outcomes” when faced with significant cuts in appropriations in the future.
Policy makers and—increasingly—the general public hear presidents and 
chancellors continually asserting that cuts will deeply harm higher education, 
but higher education officials rarely demonstrate convincingly that past cuts 
have negatively affected access and quality (American Council on Education, 
2004b).
This adaptation of the public higher education/four-year institutions to 
budgetary stress in 2001-2004, however, is part of a longer period of gradual 
institutional change, which might be carefully scrutinized to determine any
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detrimental effects to longer term educational legacies and democratic interests 
(Gumport, 2001). Given the responsiveness of the Illinois public four- 
year/upper division institutions in this study, their apparent resilience, and the 
financial resilience of American colleges and universities in previous periods of 
declining resources (Frances, 1982), additional study might be conducted of the 
relationship between productivity of the educational system, quantity of 
educational output, quality of the academic programs, and real resources spent 
on educating students. This study of Illinois public institutions could add in 
developing models of educational administration which include strategies for 
responding to future changes in financing of higher education and inform 
stakeholders of the outcomes of higher education.
The institutions will likely continue to be considered to be the wheel on 
which to balance the state’s budget. The share of the economic “pie” which 
institutions receive is likely to be inversely proportional to the “slices” served to 
the state’s Medicaid recipients and prisoners. In the future, just as during this 
period, rising costs for education at the twelve public universities in the state will 
likely be passed along, in large part, to students.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
REFERENCES
American Council on Education (2004a). Rewriting the rules o f the game:
State funding, accountability, and autonomy in public higher education. 
Washington, DC.
American Council on Education (2004b). Shifting ground: Autonomy,
accountability, and privatization in public higher education. Washington, 
DC: Author.
Arnone, M, Hebei, S, & Schmidt, P. (2003, January 3). Another bleak budget 
year. The Chronicle of Higher Education, pp. A21-A22.
Bloomfield, S.D. (1993). Facilitating decisions under scarcity. In W.B. Simpson 
(Ed.), Managing with scarce resources (pp. 59-71). San Francisco, CA: 
Jossey-Bass.
Bowen, F.M., & Glenny, L.A. (1980). Uncertainty in public higher education: 
Response to stress at ten California colleges and universities. 
Sacramento, CA: The California Postsecondary Education Commission.
Callan, P.M. (2002). Coping with recession: Public policy, economic downturns 
and higher education (National Center Rep. No. 02-2). San Jose, CA: 
The National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education.
Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. (2006). Classifications 
[online]. Available: www.carnegiefoundation.org
Ehrenberg, R.G. (2003, March). Financing higher education institutions in the 
21st century. Invited address prepared for the 2003 annual meeting of 
the American Education Finance Association, Orlando, FL.
El-Khawas, E. (1994). Restructuring initiatives in public higher education: 
Institutional response to financial constraints. (Research Briefs, 5[8]) 
Washington, DC: American Council on Education.
Frances, C. (1982). The financial resilience of American colleges and
universities. In C. Frances (Ed.), Successful responses to financial 
difficulty (pp. 113-118). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass, Inc.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
139
Gappa, J.M. (1993). Participants in decisions about scarce resources. In W. B. 
Simpson (Ed.), Managing with scarce resources (pp. 73-83). San 
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
Gumport, P.J. (2001). Restructuring: Imperatives and opportunities for 
academic leaders. Innovative Higher Education, 25, 239-251.
Hebei, S. & Selingo, J. (2001, April 20). For public colleges, a decade of
generous state budgets is over. The Chronicle of Higher Education, pp. 
A10-A13.
Hebei, S. (2004, December 17). State spending on higher education up slightly, 
a reversal from previous year. The Chronicle of Higher Education, pp. 
A27-A30.
Hoover, E. (2004, October 29). Public colleges see a 10% rise in tuition for 
2004-5. The Chronicle o f Higher Education, pp. A1-A4.
Hoverland, H., Mclnturff, P., &Tapie Rohm, Jr., C. E. (1986). Editors’ notes. In 
H. Hoverland, P. Mclnturff, & C. E. Tapie Rohm, Jr. (Eds.), Crisis 
management in higher education (pp. 1-5). San Francisco, CA: Jossey- 
Bass Inc.
Hovey, H.A. (1999). State spending for higher education in the next decade: 
The battle to sustain current support (National Center Rep. No. 99-3). 
San Jose, CA: The National Center for Public Policy and Higher 
Education.
Illinois Board of Higher Education [IBHE], (2001a, July). Fiscal Year 2002 
Appropriations for higher education. Springfield, IL: Author.
Illinois Board of Higher Education [IBHE]. (2001b, December 11). Enrollments 
in Illinois higher education. Springfield, IL: Author.
Illinois Board of Higher Education [IBHE]. (2001c, December 11). Fiscal Year 
2002 budget reserve. Springfield, IL: Author.
Illinois Board of Higher Education [IBHE], (2002a, February 5). Fiscal Year 
2002 budget update. Springfield, IL: Author.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
140
Illinois Board of Higher Education [IBHE], (2002b, December 10). Fiscal Year 
2004 higher education budget recommendations—Implementing the 
Illinois Commitment: Partnerships, opportunities and excellence. 
Springfield, IL: Author.
Illinois Board of Higher Education [IBHE], (2002c, August 20). Preliminary
review of Fiscal Year 2004 budget issues: Higher education operations 
and grants. Springfield, IL: Author.
Illinois Board of Higher Education [IBHE], (2003a, June 3). Minutes -  Called 
teleconference board meeting: March 10, 2003. Springfield, IL: Author.
Illinois Board of Higher Education [IBHE], (2003b, August 12). Legislative 
report. Springfield, IL: Author.
Illinois Board of Higher Education [IBHE], (2003c, August 12). Setting a context 
for Fiscal Year 2005 budget development: An overview of preliminary 
issues. Springfield, IL: Author.
Illinois Board of Higher Education [IBHE]. (2004, December 7). Preliminary Fall
2004 enrollments in Illinois higher education. Springfield, IL. Author.
Illinois Board of Higher Education [IBHE], (2005, December 6). Preliminary Fall
2005 enrollments in Illinois higher education. Springfield, IL. Author.
Lissner, L.S., & Taylor, A.L. (1996). Financial stress and the need for change. 
In D.W. Breneman and A.L. Taylor. (Eds.), Strategies for promoting 
excellence in a time of scarce resources (pp. 3-8). San Francisco, 
Jossey-Bass Publishers.
Losco, J.A., Anderson, A., Bentley, P.W., Blackshire-Belay, C.A., Guild, T.,
Howze, G., et al. (2005). Preserving the promise of higher education in 
an era of fiscal challenges. Academe, 91(1), 62-66.
McPherson, M.S. (2001, April 20). Preparing for hard times shows wisdom, not 
pessimism. The Chronicle o f Higher Education, p. B24.
Modarresi, S. & Burke, J.C. (2000). The budget reductions of the early 1990s: 
Did doctoral and non-doctoral campuses respond differently? College & 
University, 75(3), 11-18.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
141
Palmer, J.C. (2005). Grapevine survey of state higher education tax
appropriations for Fiscal Year 2005. Normal, IL: Illinois State University, 
Center for the Study of Education Policy.
Ramsey, K. (1997). Public university responsiveness to school reform: Lessons 
from four state systems. Berkley, CA: University of California, National 
Center for Research on Vocational Education.
Reindl, T. & Brower, D. (2001). Financing state colleges and universities: What 
is happening to the "public” in public higher education? Washington, DC: 
American Association of State Colleges and Universities.
Schmidt, P. (2002, February 22). Most states tie aid to performance, despite
little proof that it works. The Chronicle of Higher Education, pp. A20-A23.
Selingo, J. (2003, February 1). The disappearing state in public higher 
education. The Chronicle of Higher Education, pp. A22-A24.
Shannon, C. (2002). State budget crisis forces higher education cuts.
ProAction: University Professionals of Illinois. 13(1); 5.
Smith, M. (2004). Growing expenses, shrinking resources. Academe 90(4), 32- 
35.
State Council of Higher Education for Virginia. (2003). Budget choices, policy 
cecisions: Challenges facing Virginia’s four-year colleges & universities 
in the midst of a budget crisis. Richmond, VA: Author.
State Higher Education Executive Officers (2004). State higher education 
finance FY 2003. Boulder, CO: Author.
Texas State Higher Education Coordinating Board. (2003). Efficiencies at 
Texas public institutions of higher education: Fiscal Year 2001-Fiscal 
Year 2003. Austin, TX: Author.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
APPENDICES
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
APPENDIX A
MEMORANDUM FROM INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
144
May 16,2005
N O R T H E R N  I L L I N O I S  
U N I V E R S I  T Y
MEMORANDUM
TO: Rebecca W ojcik O f f ic e  o f  R e s e a r c h  C o m p l ia n c e
r '  T’ J ' T>' ’ logy, andFoundation|NsTrruTioNAL R e v ie w  B o a r d
D i v i s i o n  o f  R e s e a r c h  a n d  G r a d u a t e  S t u d i e s
RE: Graduate student research involving the use o f  human subjects for the project titled
Responsiveness o f public higher education institutions in Illinois to major budgetary 
changes: 2001-2004
This is to inform you that the above-named application for human subjects research has been 
approved by Subcommittee Review. The rationale for expedited review is section 45 CFR 46.110 
and 21 CFR 56.110, Category 6&7. Although you may begin data collection immediately, please 
be advised that federal regulations require that the Institutional Review Board (IRB) be made 
aware o f all research activities that place human subjects at maximum or minimum risk. Your 
application will be brought to the attention o f the IRB at its next meeting.
This approval is effective for one year from the date o f this letter. I have enclosed a date-stamped 
copy o f  the approved consent form for your use. NIU policy requires that informed consent 
documents given to subjects participating in non-exempt research bear the approval stamp o f the 
NIU IRB. This stamped document is the only consent form that may be photocopied for 
distribution to study participants. If  your project will continue beyond that date, or if  you 
intend to make modifications to the study, you will need additional approval and should contact 
the Office o f Research Compliance for assistance. Continuing review of the project, conducted 
at least annually, will be necessary until you no longer retain any identifiers that could link 
the subjects to the data collected.
It is important for you to note that as a research investigator involved with human subjects, you 
are responsible for ensuring that this project has current IRB approval at all times, and for 
retaining the signed consent forms obtained from your subjects for a minimum o f three years 
after the study is concluded. I f  consent for the study is being given by proxy (guardian, etc.), it 
is your responsibility to document the authority o f  that person to consent for the subject. Also, the 
committee recommends that you include an acknowledgment by the subject, or the subject's 
representative, that he or she has received a copy o f  the consent form. In addition, you are 
required to promptly report to the IRB any injuries or other unanticipated problems or risks to 





Institutional Review Board members
FR: Michael Peddle, Vice-Chair
Institutional Review Board
D e K a lb ,  I l l i n o i s  6 0 1 1 5 -2 8 6 4  
(815) 753-8588 
FAX (815) 753-1631 
E -m a il re se a rc h c o m p lia n c e @ n iu .e d u  
W eb  w w W .g ra d .n iu .e d u /o rc
ORC (#1508)
N orthern  Illinois U niversity  is an  Equal O pportunity /A ffirm ative A ction Institution.
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August 18, 2005
Dr. Paul Keys 
Provost
Governors State University 
University Park, IL 60466
Dear Dr. Keys:
In recent years there have been significant changes in state appropriations for 
public four-year/upper division institutions of higher education in Illinois. It is 
important for us to understand the impact these decreases in state 
appropriations have had on academic programs and services. To accomplish 
this, I am investigating the impact of changes in state appropriations during 
2001-2004 on each of the twelve Illinois public universities. This study will be 
conducted as part of my dissertation research at Northern Illinois University.
Your unique perspective as a chief academic officer is valuable if we are to 
understand the impact of these changes on public universities in the state. I 
would greatly appreciate your voluntary participation in a semi-structured on- 
campus interview at your convenience (see enclosed “Consent to Participate” 
form).
The questions I would like to address with you are enclosed. For purposes of 
data collection and analysis, I would like to audiotape the interview. If you 
participate, I will provide you with a transcript of the interview. A “Consent to 
Audiotape” form is enclosed.
I will call your office in several days to answer any questions you might have, 
confirm your participation, and set a time for the interview, if you are willing. If 
you have any questions prior to my call, please e-mail me at [e-mail address] or 
call [phone number].
Thank you, in advance for your consideration of this important project. I look 
forward to speaking with you soon.
Sincerely,
Rebecca K. Wojcik
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Interview Questions 
The semi-structured interview questions were divided into four sections: 
description of changes, institutional influences on changes, implementation of 
changes, and impact of changes. The questions used for the semi-structured 
interviews of chief academic officers are as follows:
Description of changes
1. What changes, if any, occurred at this institution in 2001, 2003, 2003, 
and 2004 in response to Illinois’ budgetary crises (changes in tuition and 
fees, credit hours, faculty positions, staff positions, travel budgets, capital 
expenses, enrollment, access, restructuring, etc.)?
What changes were considered?
Were there any limitations placed on changes such as maximum 
percentage tuition increase, maximum number of credit hours? 
What changes were considered but discarded?
When changes were being considered, what was considered 
“untouchable” or “nonnegotiable”?
2. What were the key factors in deciding what changes to implement?
Institutional influences on change
1. What role did campus administrators have in determining the changes?
2. Did any other groups (boards of trustees, faculty, students, staff) or 
individuals play a role in determining what changes were made?
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If so, what role did these groups or individuals play?
3. What groups or individuals were considered the key players in proposing 
changes? Why?
In enacting changes? Why?
4. Who made the final decision about what changes were made?
5. How did that person or group make the final decision?
6. What was the timeline for making and implementing the changes?
Implementation of change
1. Were any of the changes things you had considered before the budget 
crises? Which ones? Why had they not been implemented before?
2. What pressures from state, federal, or accrediting agencies for 
accountability had an impact on the decisions of which changes to 
implement?
3. Which of the changes, if any, have proven difficult to implement? Why?
4. Which of the changes, if any, have proven to be particularly easy to
implement? Why?
Impact of change
1. What short-term impact and long-term impact, if any, do you perceive
that these actions had on students’ access to the institution’s academic 
programs? Why?
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2. What short-term impact and long-term impact, if any, do you perceive
that these actions had on your institution’s academic programs? Why?
3. What short term impact and long-term impact, if any, do you perceive
that these actions had on the campus infrastructure? Why?
4. What short term impact and long-term impact, if any, do you perceive
that these actions had on the morale of students, staff, faculty, and 
administration? Why?
5. What short term impact and long-term impact, if any, do you perceive
that these actions had on the public’s perception of the University Why?
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CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE
I agree to participate in the research project titled “Responsiveness of Public 
Higher Education Institutions in Illinois to Major Budgetary Changes: 2001- 
2004”being conducted by Rebecca K. Wojcik, a graduate student at Northern 
Illinois University. I have been informed that the purpose of the study is to report 
and analyze responses of all twelve public higher education institutions in 
Illinois to decreased state appropriations in 2001-2004.
I understand that if I agree to participate in this study, I will be asked to 
participate in one audiotaped, face-to-face, semi-structured interview with the 
investigator.
I am aware that my participation is voluntary and may be withdrawn at any time 
without penalty or prejudice, and that if I have any additional questions 
concerning this study, I may contact Rebecca K. Wojcik (708/235-2231) or 
Christine K. Sorensen, Ph.D. Dean, College of Education, Northern Illinois 
University at 815/753-1949. I understand that if I wish further information 
regarding my rights as a research subject, I may contact the Office of Research 
Compliance at Northern Illinois University at (815) 753-8588.
I understand that the intended benefits of this study include development of a 
model for state legislators in Illinois and other states, higher education 
coordinating boards, scholars and students of education policy, and the public 
stakeholders of higher education on the vulnerability/resilience of these 
institutions and their academic affairs given fiscal crises and processes that 
public higher education institutions in Illinois use to adapt to sudden, 
unexpected, and extensive budgetary crises. Models for future adaptation may 
be developed. This study may also help leaders in institutions and oversight 
agencies appreciate the adaptive responses of institutions facing crises. The 
information obtained from this study may predict responsiveness in future 
economic downturns. A third benefit of this study is it documents a portion of 
the history of higher education in Illinois.
I have been informed that potential risks and/or discomforts I could experience 
during this study include potential psychological discomfort in sharing potentially 
confidential or sensitive information. I understand that all information gathered 
during this study will be kept confidential by assigning each participant and 
institution a random code number. Codes will be used in the transcript of 
interviews and the report to protect the identity of the participants and 
institutions. The participants' names, their titles, and their institutions will not
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be reported with specific data in the report; this information will be reported in 
aggregate in the report to describe the sources of data.
I realize that Northern Illinois policy does not provide for compensation for, nor 
does the University carry insurance to cover injury or illness incurred as a result 
of participation in University sponsored research projects.
I understand that my consent to participate in this project does not constitute a 
waiver of any legal rights or redress I might have as a result of my participation, 
and I acknowledge that I have received a copy of this consent form.
Signature of Subject Date
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CONSENT TO AUDIOTAPE
I agree to permit Rebecca K. Wojcik, a graduate student at Northern Illinois 
University, to audiotape a semi-structured interview with me for the research 
project titled “Responsiveness of Public Higher Education Institutions in Illinois 
to Major Budgetary Changes: 2001-2004.” I have been informed that the 
purpose of the study is to report and analyze responses of all twelve public 
higher education institutions in Illinois to decreased state appropriations in 
2001-2004. My identity and institution will be designated by a code number. 
Codes will be used in the transcript of interviews and the report to protect my 
identity and the identity of my institution. I may refuse to answer any of the 
interview questions at any time if I wish. I will be provided with a transcript of 
the interview. My name, title, and institution will not be reported with specific 
data in the report; this information will be reported in aggregate in the report to 
describe the sources of data. All data and recordings will be kept in a secure 
location accessible only to the investigator for a period of three years after the 
research is completed and then destroyed.
I understand that my consent to be audiotaped for this project does not 
constitute a waiver of any legal rights or redress I might have as a result of my 
consent, and I acknowledge that I have received a copy of this consent form.
Signature of Subject Date
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COMPARISON OF ANNUAL PERCENTAGE CHANGES IN INSTITUTIONAL 
SUPPORT, ACADEMIC SUPPORT, STUDENT SERVICES, AND 
PHYSICAL PLANT OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE BUDGETS
FY 2003 -  FY 2005
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Annual Percentage Change in Institutional Support Budgets 
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ANNUAL PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN
STUDENT SERVICES BUDGETS
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ANNUAL PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN PHYSICAL PLANT
OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE BUDGETS
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COMPARISON OF ANNUAL PERCENTAGE CHANGES IN STATE 
APPROPRIATIONS FROM GENERAL FUNDS, FULL-TIME, IN-STATE, 
UNDERGRADUATE TUITION AND REQUIRED FEES AND TOTAL 
ENROLLMENT (HEADCOUNT) AT ILLINOIS PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES
FY 2001 -  FY 2004
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